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A Word from Sadhana Grantha Mandali 

Sadhana Grantha Mandali was founded at Tenali 
in 1945. Many eminent scholars have enriched the Mandali 
with their valuble contributions on Religion and Philosophy. 
Many more have financed the publications. One of the 
aims of the Iustitution was to bring about the major works 
of Sri Sankara Bhagavatpada. We started with the minor 
worka attributed to Sri Sankara. So far sixteen volumes 
of these worke were published in Telugh with translation 
and commentary. We have also published ten volumes of 
the teachings of the late Sji Chandrasekharendra Saraswati 
of Kamchi Kamakoti Pitha. 

Works like Saundarya Lahari, Siva Sutra Vartika, 
Chaitanya Charitamrita, Indian systems of philosophy, 
Matrika Cakra viveka. Biography of Sri Sankara, Muka 
Panchasati, some works ofSadasiva Brahmendra and others 
were published in Tclugu. In Mantra Sastra we brought out 
Amnaya Mandara, Sudarsana Kalpa, Sri Kalpa, Maha- 
ganapathi Kalpa, Dattatreyakalpa, Hayagreeva Kalpa, 
Dakshina Murthy Kalpa, Chandi Sapta Sati, Vanadurga 
Mahavidya Panchasati, Pratyangira, Manyusukta, Sarva- 
devata Pratishtha, Homasata chandi, Pratishtha Mandara 
and others in Telugu script during the last 52 years. 

The latest is the present work Pancha Padika 
Vivaranam of Prakasatma Yati rendered into English by 
Sri Potukuchi Subrahmanya Sastri, retired Professor of 
English, University of Nagpur. This monumetal work is 
a major landmark in the evolution of Advaita Vedanta. 

We invoke the blessings of the divine on all authors. 

Tenali > (Bulusu Suryaprakasa Sastri) 

20—7 — 1997 Founder : Sadhana Grantha Mandali. 



PREFACE. 


Sri Sankara’s commentary on the Vedanta Sutras 
of Badarayana is a monumental work. Known as Sarl- 
rafica Mimansa Bhashya, the commentary introduced 
the concept of Adhyasa which is of the greatest significance 
in metaphysics. This paved the way for the classification 
of the Upanishadic passages. 

Relational God and Supra-relational Absolute were 
introduced. Empirical and ultimate degrees of Reality 
came next. The Upanishads : are not dogmatic utterances.- 
They present the recorded statements of the spiritual ex¬ 
periences of the ancient wise men. Nagarjuna’s neyartha 
and nitartha, samvriti satya (empirical truth) and parmar- 
tha satya (absolute truth) have different terms in Advaita 
Vedanta. Vasubandha‘s Tri Svahhava NircSesa intro¬ 
duced a third degree of truth. It is the pratibhasikasatya 
(transient truth) during the erroneous cognition of Advaita 
Vedanta. 

After Sri Sankara there came Bhaskara who expoun¬ 
ded the theory of Bheda-abheda (Identity in difference). 
The theory was there carrier. 

Padmapada was said to be the direct disciple of Sri 
Sankara. This is debatable. His Partchapadika is a 
commentary on Sri Sankara’s commentary on the first four 
sutras of Badarayana. 

Soon after these arose divergent developments in 1 
metaphysis of Advaita Vedanta (non-dualistic Absolutism). 
Vachaspati Misra who wrote his Nyaya Suci Nibandha 
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in 841 A. D., wrote a commentary called Bhamati on 
Sri Sankara’s commentary. With this starts the Bhamati 
school. It starts with an empirical base and develops into 
Absolutism. This grants many concessions. It allows 
karmas or righteous activities, multiplicity of selves, em¬ 
phasizes on nididhyasana (contemplation), and many 
others. It is more electie. 

On Padmapada’s Panchapadika Prakasatman wrote 
an elaborate commentary named Vivaranam. This is the 
starting point of the Vivarana school in Advaita Vedanta. 
This provides the metaphysical basis and exposition of 
Advaita. It offers an ontological and epistemological 
basis, admitting that in the ^final analysis epistemology 
offers only a bloodless ballet of categories. Perception, 
inference and implication are accepted as empirically valid 
means of knowledge. The emphasis is on sound, hearing 
(sravana). It leads to the apprehension of Reality as 
Experience* 

The dialectic followed by Prakasatman is not spiral as 
in Hegel. It is like Bradley’s dialectic, like Nagarjuna*s 
catushkoti, like the Socratic dialectic. 

Prakasatman criticises Bhamati, Bheda abheda and 
Vijnanavada. His exposition of erroneous cognition 
(Khyati) is superb. The major opponents are the philo¬ 
sophers of Vijnana veda like Dinnaga and Dharmakirti. 
While Sri Sankara fought a successful battle against the 
thinkers of the Sankya system of Philosophy (dualism), 
Pragksatman destroyed the Vijnanavada system of Buddhist 
philosophy. At the same time he assimilated some of the 
important elements from that school. 
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The Vivarana of^Prakasaiman is a hard nut. Many of 
our Professors of Indian Philosophy have not touched it so 
far. It is time their eyes are opened to the golden mine of 
Vivarana, Indian philosophy cannot be brushed aside. 

We rendered the first Varnaka of this text into English 
in 1957. Since then it underwent many revisions. We 
are grateful to Sri Tirumala Tirupati Devasthanam for the 
financial assistance given. We are grateful to Sri Bulusu 
Surya Prakasa Sastri under the patronage of whose 
SADHANA GRANDHA MANDALI this is being publi¬ 
shed. We wish more and more students and teachers of 
Indian Philosophy delve deeper and deeper into the golden 
mines preserved by our ancient thinkers. 


Tenali, 
20-7-199 7- 


P. S. SASTRI 

(Potukuchi Subrahtnanya Sastri) 



PANCHAPADIKA VIVARANAM 


The first verse of the Pancapaadika offers the anthor’s 
obeisance to his deity in accordance with the traditional, 
convention, so that the intended work might be completed 
safely and spread far and wide. It also suggests briefly the 
final import of the whote commentary to be one of (abso¬ 
lute) identity between the'self and the Absolute. The know¬ 
ledge of this identity is arrived at from a close enquiry into 
the meanings of the terms subject (=tvam) and object 
(=tau). All the truths or conclusions that are arrived at 
later on, are within the frame work of this identity. 

The first verse is fully substantiated (or supported) by 
the author’s offering addresed to god and his preceptor. 
This in itself is capable of bringing into fruition the result 
desired by him. Yet with his speech, mind and body, the 
author offers his obesiance to his preceptors in the next 
three verses so that the listeners too might realize the same 
result. 

The fifth verse sets forth the author’s objective in com 
posing the Panchapadika. 

Objection : Sankara’s Commentary should not be 
commented upon sinte it cannot be considered to be a com¬ 
mentary in the strict sense of the term. Where the meaning 
of an aphorism is explained (or described) in words or 
sentences that are dependent on the aphorism and where 
the explanations are elaborately discussed, there aloone we 
have a real commentary. Let us apply this definition to the 
very first sltra- “athato brahma jijnasa”. Inorder that 
there canbe purusha pravritti we haveto presume here the ■ 
word ‘Kartavyaa’.(This is against the Bhaamati school which 
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rejects a "Vidhithere and accepts only an ‘anuvaada by com¬ 
pleting the expresion with "bhavati 5 . Jijnaasaa cones in 
between an incomplete and a complete knowledge; ie, it 
implies the investigation or enquiry that comes after a 
preliminary cognition. So the surra would read- One who 
has the "saadhana catushtaya’ must undertake (=Kartavyaa) 
the enquiry (= Vihaaxa) into Bramajnana. I hus we arrive 
at the conclusion that Brhmajnana is the means for libera, 
tion of a specific adhikari. From the context it would appear 
that this enquiry is into the vedaanta vakyas. Hence, one 
who has the "sadhana catushtaya’ must undertakejthe enq¬ 
uiry into- the vedanta vakyas so that he might have the 
Bralimajnana which is the means !of liberation. This is the 
meaning we apprehend from the first aphorism. Now 
the ‘adhyasa bhaasya’ of Sankara does not explain even 
remotely the meaning of this aphorism; and hence it should 
not be commented upon. 

Reply : To answer this objection, Padmapada states 
that this part of the commentary explains the c Vishaya 5 and 
c prayojana’ which are implied by the meaning of ihe ahpori 
sm. That part of the commentary ending with “Loka vya- 
vaharah” has its full meaning only when read with the next 
few sentences ending with “Vedaantaa a rabhyante”. These 
two parts together explain that the ‘‘Vishaya’ and 6 Prayoj’ 
an of this system are implied in the first aphorism. 

Objection : How is it then that we have then two 
Bhashyas propounding the ‘Vishaya’ and the "prayojana’ ? 
The last sentence alone is giving out the "Vishaya’ and c pra- 
yofana’; and what then is the purpose of the earlier part ? 
If both these parto are giving only the subjectmatter and 
purpose, where is "adhyaasa’ propounded ? If these parts 
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are to give only the subjectmater and purpose, why is 
‘adhyasa’ explained ? 

Reply : If the ‘Vishaya’ and ‘Prayojana’ that determine 
whether a particular system should be studied or not; and 
it is the principle.of adhyaasa that determines the ‘vishaya’ 
and the ‘Prayojana’. In other words, you can not know 
the subject matter,nor the purpose of the system if ‘adhyasa’ 
is not enunciated. The middle term (- hetu) always esta¬ 
blishes the relation of the major to the minor. ‘Adhyasa’ 
is the ‘hetu’ for the ‘Visahya & prayojana’ which in their 
turn explain why the system should be studied earefullyr 
Just as the tilling of the field should be undertaken since 
it has an object and an turpospe, so should the enquiry into 
any system of knowledge be undertaken if it has an object 
and a purpose. 

When we are awake, we come to understand or com¬ 
prehend the world around us. In like manner Sankara’s 
commen-tary reveals to us the nature of ‘avaidyatmaka band- 
ha and how to over come it. As such here we have a specifi. 
subject-matter and, a definite purpose attached thereto. 
That the bondage (bandha) is ‘avidyaatmaka’ is the import 
of both the parts in this ‘adhyasa bhasya’ And this part of 
the commentary consequently explains the ‘vishaya’ and 
‘prayojana’ of this system which enable us to study it. 

Objection : We are told that the bondage of the 
self is due to ‘avidya’. This reason (‘hetu’) is ‘asiddha’ 
(unproved). How can an ‘asiddha hetu’ establish an 
‘asiddha sadhya’ ? 

Reply : In the sentence “asyaanartha prahaanaaya...” 
it is well established that the ‘saadhya’is ‘avidya nivritti’. In 
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arriving at this -‘Vishaya’ we fare told about the definition 
(laksana), conceivabilily (sambhaavanaa), possibility (sadb- 
haava) and the ways of establishing (pramaana)‘adhyasa\ In 
this manner did the commentator establish and prove 
adhyasa, and then did he establish the subject matter and 
purpose of his work. Thus the earlier part of the ‘adhyasa 
bhasya’ is related to the main text through the latter part. 
This explains why Padmapada divided the ‘adhyapsa bha- 
shya’ into two parts. 

Objection : But the passage ending with ‘asyaanartha 
hetoh prahaanaaya...’does not prove‘adhyasa’. Ihat ‘adh- 
yaasa’ exists is proved only by the sentence ending with 
‘sarva loka pratyakshah’. As such it should be said that the 
eaxlir part should be read only with reference to or along 
with this part ending with ‘sarva loka pralyakshah ? 

Reply.: It is true. However, that part of the comment¬ 
ary ending with the sentence ‘sarve vedaantaa aarabhyante’ 
explains the ‘Vishaya’ and ‘prayojana’ and states that they 
are found in the vedaanta vaakyas. As such that sentence 
alone explains the relation of the ‘Vichaara’ ‘saasfra’ to the 
earlier part of the text. In arriving at the ‘Vishaya’ and 
‘prayojana’ of thishnvestigation which are given in the latter 
part, we come to estarblish ‘adhyaasa’ through which alone 
we can establish the other. This explains the relation of 
the two parts. 

Objection : Yet, the Vishaya and pray ojana expo¬ 
unded here do not seem to be implied by the first aphorism. 
They appear to be totally unrelated to the aphorism. 

Reply : This is answered by Padmapada when he 
observed that since these are implied by that aphorism. 
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the commentator begins with an exposition of those impli¬ 
cations. 

The next objection takes a serious turn. It argues that 
the first aphorism itself is ‘asamgata’ and hence the comm¬ 
entary need not be gone through. There is an injunction 
e Svaadhyaayo a dhyetavyah’ and this is a ‘nitya vidhi’. 
According to this injunction, one has to study his own veda 
which includes the Sanhita, Braahmana, Aaranyaka and 
Upanisad. One who studies his own veda is surely bound 
to come across vedaanta vaakyas which give him a knowledge 
of Brahman* This • apprehension is a logical corollary of 
the ‘Svaadhyaya Vidhi’, and it can not be an additional 
Vidhi. Some of the passages which give an understanding 
of Brahman and which he will go through while studying 
his own vedas are referred to. This is a passage beginning 
with ‘Everything becomes dear or loveable only for the love 
of the self. Having begun with this sentence, it is said 
at the end with referenc to him that has renounced every¬ 
thing and that loves the self, ‘when the self is apprehended, 
all this is known; this much indeed is immortaliy’. The 
apprehension of the self is here said to be the way of real¬ 
ising immortality. In the statement “The.self is to be seen, 
heard, meditated and contemplated”, the word drashtavyah 
does not indicate an injunction. Any command refers to 
some conation and the realization of an end which does 
not ‘exist’ as such prior to the conation. ‘Dyshtavyah’ 
does not imply a command since sight as such does not 
lead to any further conation in the present context. On the 
other hand ‘manana’ and ‘nididhyasana’ are the essential 
elements in the conation arising from ‘sravana’. As such 
the command refers to sravana and it makes ‘manana’ and 
phididhyasana subordinate to it. (The Bhamati school makes 



6 


Panchapadika 


‘manana’ the central pivotal word in the sentence.) And 
he who studies his veda has to enquire into the following : 
what are the specific features of an ‘adhikari’ ? What are 
the ‘pramanas’ he has to follow ? What is the Vedanta 
valcva vihara’ ? Can it be had by any other means or not ? 
How is ‘atmajnana’ the way to liberation ? What is this 
‘atmajnana’ and how can he have it ? This ‘jijnasu’ desires 
the chief ‘purushartha’. It is with'reference to such an one 
who possesses the ‘saadhana catushtaya 5 that Badarayana 
has decreed enquiry into the Vedanta vakyas’ so that there 
can be the knowledge of Brahman which is the way to liber¬ 
ation. This injunction implies the ‘adhikari’, Vishaya’ and 
‘phala’ which are the three ‘anubandhas’. To determine these 
three, he gave the aphorism ‘athaato brahma^jijnaasaa’; for 
it is generally admitted' that the ‘sruti 4 and the Vedanta 
sutra’ are in essence identical. And it will be explained 
later on how ‘manana’ and ‘nididhyasana’ become the 
‘angas’ of ‘sravanah 

Objection s The first aphorism is said to be based 
on ‘sravana vidhi’. But the ‘sravana vidhi’ itself is impo- 
sible. This Vidhi 5 cannot command Vedaanta vakya vihaara’ 
which leads to ‘moksha saadhana brahmajnana’ for one 
possessing the ‘sadhana catuhtaya’. This injunction can¬ 
not be an c apurva vidhi 4 which refers only to an 4 atyanta 
prapta vishaya’. The 4 sravana vidhi’ is said to give rise to 
fc jnana\ This ‘jnaana’ can be had not only through 4 sra- 
vana’. There are other ways too, and there is no necessary 
relation between ‘sravana’ and‘jnaana’. Nor can we take 
‘srotavyah 4 to be a ‘niyama vidhi’ as in the case of Vrihiiin 
avahanyaad’ where the removal of the husk is the ‘drishta 
phala 4 and where there is also an ‘adrishta prayojana’" 
Since the husk can be removed by other ways also, we 
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assume here an ‘adrishta phala 9 also. No such thing can be 
found in the ‘sravana vidhi 9 ; for if we were to take it as a 
‘niyama vidhi 6 we have to find out whethr the ‘saadhya 9 is 
‘paramaa purva’ or ‘atma bodha’. It can not be the former 
for the sravana vidhi does not have any ‘adrishta sadhya 9 . 
Nor can it be the latter since ‘atmaavagama 9 is ‘drishtopaaya 
maatra sadhya 9 . Hence there is no ‘adrishta phala 9 . 

Reply : It is neither an ‘apurva vidhi’ nor a ‘parisan- 
khya vidhi 9 . But it is a 6 niyama fvidhi 9 . In the context of 
‘‘sarvaa peksa ca yajnadi sruter asvavat", it is decided later 
on that the immediate apprehension of the self (aatma tatt. 
vaaparoksya) is ‘sarvaadrishta sadhyatva 9 . It can be const¬ 
rued like ‘vrihin avahanyad 9 as having both the 6 drishta 9 
and ‘adishta phala 9 . 

Objection : Sankara himself has rejected the veiw 
that the ‘vedaanta vakyas 9 are injunctions. If they are to be 
treated as ‘vldhis 9 , their object which is Brahman must 
have to be a so-far non-existent entity. The rejection of 
6 vidhitva 9 to these passges removes such ‘asiddhi 9 and other 
defects. Hence we cannot accept a ‘sravana vidhi 9 here. 

Reply : Sankara has rejected only a ‘jnana vidhi 5 
and not a ‘sravanavidhi 9 there, for in the latter case those 
‘doshas 9 do not arise. Thus, in a ‘darsana vidhi 9 we have 
an object called Brahman and this object is to be apprehen¬ 
ded through an action. The object becomes specific and 
distinguishable, and we will then have a Brahman which is 
<guna bhuta 9 (qualified). In a ‘vichara vidhi’ however, the 
object aimed at is‘Brahma darsana 9 . Brahman then be¬ 
comes the object which is an end in itself and not a means 
to an end. Thus the ‘vedaanta vaakyas 9 enunciate Brahman 
as an end in itself, and towards the apprehension of Brah- 
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man they provide the injunction for ‘sravana 5 . This does 
not in any way vitiate the nature of Brahman. 

Objection : In accordance with the ‘upakramopa- 
samhara nyaaya, (harmony of the beginning and the end), 
we learn that the vedaanta vaakyas are directed towards the 
enunciation of the nature of the self. And if we were to 
rely on some passages alone and come to the conclusion tha:j 
they refer to‘sravana vidhi 5 , we will be going against the 
final or total import. How can the later conclusion arise in 
view of this final import ? 

Reply : To this objection two lines of reply are offe¬ 
red. i) There is the passage — “Tam vividishanti yajn- 
eta, danena, napasanasatkena”. This is one of the passa¬ 
ges occuring in the texts and this cannot be interpreted as 
identical with the final import. Yet ‘yajna 5 and other 
ways referred to in the passage are esentially ‘Jnaanarthaka* 
(means to knowledge). Likewise in a context of c adho 
dharanaVwe come across the injunction “upari hi deve- 
bhyah 55 . Here is no ‘vakyabheda 5 for the latter injunctxo n 
has an ‘apurva 5 . In the same manner the sravana vidhi - 
does not come into conflict with the c atma vakya 5 . Fur¬ 
ther, in the context of ‘darsapurna masa 5 we read “Tisro 
ratrir vratam caret anjalinava a pah pibet 55 and also 
“malavad vasasana samvadet’k From the context (pra— 
karana) it appears that the prohibition in the latter sentence 
is ‘kratvartha 5 and not ‘purushartha 5 . But it has been deter¬ 
mined that it is a ‘purusartha para 5 . A similar interpretation 
is to be given to ’avantaravakyas 5 like ‘sravana vidhi 5 . 

Or ii) take a sentence like e Tasmadbraahmanah paa- 
ndityam nirvidya... 5 . Since this refers to ‘sravana 5 , we can 
take it to be c sravana vidhaayaka’. Even the sutrakara ob- 
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serves the same thing in the aphonism “sahakary antara 
vidhih pakshena tritiyam tadvato vidhyadiva 99 (3.4.47). 
Thus considered in any manner there is a fi sravana vidhi 9 to 
which ‘manana 9 and ‘nididhyasana 9 are ‘angas 9 . And to 
determine the three ‘anubandhas 9 implied by this vidhi, the 
first aphorisn is given. 

This aphorism declares that a proper ‘adhikari 9 must 
undertakes the enquiry into the ‘vedanta vakyas 9 so that he 
may have fi mokshasadhana brahma jnana 9 . This enquiry 
comnences with the second aphorism. The injunction of 
e sravana 9 implies, as we have said, an ‘adhikari 9 , a^vishaya’ 
and ‘prayojanah In determining the last two, Sankara ex¬ 
plains that bondage ( bandha.),is ‘mithya 9 . Thus the 4 adh- 
yaasa bhaashyais inecesarily implied by the first aphorism. 

Objection : If however, ‘vishaya 9 and ‘prayojana 9 are 
implied by the aphorism, then the coemmentator aught to 
have first explained the purpose of the aphorism; and then 
he should have clearly and plainly explained the ‘vishaya 9 
and ‘prayojana 9 in the form of question and-answer. 
Otherwise it would appear "that the sutrakara’s views are 
not given by the commentator. 

Reply: Padmapaada replies that a full and convinc¬ 
ing answer will be given when we come to the passage 
therefore Brahman should be enquired into’. 

Padraapada then proceeds to explain elearly the open¬ 
ing sentences of Sankara. Padmapada raises an objection- 
“If the purpose of the ‘adhyasa^bhashya 9 is only to provide 
the ‘visaya’ and the prayojana 9 , it is better to have only 
the sentence ‘asyananantha hetoh... 9 . Why should Sankara 
compose the earlis sentences ? If the entire c adhyaasa 

(2) 
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bhashya’ is only to provide the c vishaya’ and the ‘prayojana* 
like Ihd sentence S asyanartha hetoh...\ where is the neces¬ 
sity for the earlier sentences ? 

Reply : We have in this aphorism the enquiry „ 
(vichaarakartavyataa),Vvishaya prayojana’ and ‘adhyasa’ in 
this part of the commentary. Here every succeeding thing 
maKes the preceeding thing necessary. As such we can arrive 
at vishaya and prayojana only when we have established 
shed ‘adhyasa’; and we can have ‘vichara kartavyatya’ only 
later on. 

Objection : The aphorism indicates the ‘vihaara 
kartavyataa’ whose ‘prayojana’ is the knowledge of Brahman 
Then how can the dispelling of the bondage be the prayo¬ 
jana for the enquiry and for the knowledge ? 

Reply : The subject matter of the aphorisms is the 
knowledge of Brahman, which knowldge destroys the cause 
of all evil. The enquiry gives us knowledge. The 
‘prayojana’ of this knowledge is implied by or involved in, 
the ‘vicharavidhi’; and this injunction makes us understand 
that liberation for a specific ‘adhikari’ is the ‘prayojana’. 

Objection : ‘Anartha’ is generally seen to be of the 
nature of falling into hell. But here the‘anartha 5 is said 
to be the appearance of body etc for which gyou are go¬ 
ing to establish ‘mithyatva’. Is this proper ? How? 

Repiy : ‘Anartha’ involves the meaning that the self 
is taken u to be the subject of all actions and to be the 
enjoyer. 
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Pramatritva, kartritva and bhoktritva (knowing, do¬ 
ing and enjoying) constitute the object or the nature of the 
object. Can knowledge dispel these ? These is an object 
having specific avayavas (parts) and we have the knowledge 
that it is a blue substance. This knowledge does not dispel 
the substance ; nor can it dispel the properties that are 
necessarly connected with it; nor can it dispel the absence 
of its contradictory. What is dispelled by this knowledge 
is only the absence of understanding of the object, i.e. - The 
knowledgejof an 'object puts an end to the ignorance of the 
object fhat we have. 

You cannot say that by knowledge there is dispeiled 
that which has its ‘asraya’ (locus) in the self. For the know¬ 
ledge of the pot does not dispel the properties like dh ar m a 
and adharma that are in the self. 

Nor can knowledge dispel that object which is related 
both to the ‘asraya’ and to the‘ vishaya’ for even when the 
self has the knowledge of the body, we do not see that the 
relation of the self and the body is dispelled. 

Objection : From our experience we can not say 
that knowledge dispels bondage ; for the dispelling of the 
bondage is not seen and knowledge then would have to 
be ‘avidyatmaka’. But it is only the scripture that tells u a 
that knowledge liberates us from bondage. 

Reply : It is only to make the sruti like “Tathaa vid- 
vaan nama mupad vimuktah” intelligible that we accept 
avidyatmatva to be the nature of bondage. Eg sucheint- 
preation has been accepted with reference to the ,apurva of 
the ‘aagneyaadi yaagas’ and also with reference to the ‘sruts 
svargapurva’. 
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Objection : But there we have the karmas which are 
momentary and whose results are to be experienced afte r 
a long time. To facilitate that many apurvas are presumed 
in the meanwhile; and thus they have ‘surtopapatti’. 

Reply : Here too we have such a concomitant relation. 
“Knowledge can dispel only ignorance”. Hence the apho¬ 
rism itself indicates that the bondage is of the nature of 
avidya.As such to arrive at the ‘vichara kartavyata’ given by 
the meaning of the aphorism, we should establish the pur¬ 
pose of the sastra. And Ihe ‘prayojana’ can arise only 
when we have given an account of adhyasa. 

“Ifkartritva and bhoktritva are brought by ajnana, 
then Brahmajnana alone can dispel this evil. Badarayana 
indicates that Brahmajnana dispels this anartha; and in so 
doing he implies that this anartha is brought by avidya. 
And by explaining this ajnana, Sankara makes the meaning 
of the aphorism consistent and intelligible”. Sankara does 
not give the plain meaning of the aphorism first, but its 
implication because this part of the commentary is the gen¬ 
eral introduction to the whole system. 

The identity of the Brahman and the self is the final 
conclusion or meaning of the whole system. 

Objection : Let adhyasa be the ground from which 
we can establish the ‘prayojanah But how can this be also 
the ground foi maintaining that final conclusion ? 

Reply : “All the vedantas go to establish the reality 
of Brahman who is pure bliss, pure existence, c kutastha 
chaitanya’ (Integral consciousness) and tf asamsarin’ (nonrela¬ 
tional whole). This is the ultimate nature of the self”. 
This meaning has been propounded by the aphorisms and 
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by the commentary. Since this conclusion is arrived at 
from an examination of adhyasa, Padmapada proceeds to 
state why adhyasa is to be discribed first. “We have the 
cogntions — I am the doer, I am happy, I am unhappy— 
and these are immediately apprehended by us. These are 
opposed to the nature of Brahman. To’put an end to this 
contradiction, we should know that we are identical with 
Brahman and that the apparent apprehension of differen. 
nee is due to avidya — which has Brahma svarupa viparita 
rupa’. (Other than the beign of Brahman). If the true 
nature of the self is not apprehended, the anartha would 
remain as it is like a meaningless sentence”. 

Objection : When the Sastra itself treats bondage 
to be unreal and propouds the identity of the self with 
Brahman, then why should you describe adhyasa again ? 

Reply : If it is not described, the Sastra would be 
unintelligible like a series of nonsense syllables. “To get 
rid of b >ndage we should know that it is ‘avidya vilasita’, 
that it lies in falsely taking ourselves to be different from 
Brahman. 

Objection : If the Sastrartha can be estabished only 
by establishing adJhyaasa, then adhyasa being the more 
important one it ought to have been rendered into an aphf 
orism at the very outset. Otherwise adhyasa would be out 
of place and inconsistent with the views of Badarayana. 

Reply :• “Samkara himself would explain later on 
under the aphorism ‘Tadguna saratvat’ that it is not out o4 
place and that it is not inconsistent.” 

# 

Objection : If so, adhyasa being the general intro¬ 
duction, it oupht to have been the first aphorism. 



14 


Panchapadjka 


Reply : The aphorism is engaged in setting and 
determining the final truths, and not in writing introduc¬ 
tions. “The first aphorism cannot be written on adhyasa 
because of the purpose on hand for the aphorist. When 
the truths are arrived at and the canflicting texts are pro¬ 
perly intrpreted, then there might arise doubts, and it is 
only these doubts that are to be ^rejected later on. If the 
truths are not stated, how can a doubt and its rejection 
arise ?” LE the aphorism ^on adhysa would come under 
doubt and its rejection. 

Objection : Then the commentator too ought to 
follow the order of the aphorisms. 

Reply : The commentator begins with adhyasa which 
is implied by the first aphorism, only to make us under¬ 
stand the text easily. 

MangaEacararaa (Salutation at the beginning) 

Objection*: Yet this commentary should not be* 
commented upon since there is no e mangalacarana\ If it is 
not there the sastrartha may not be comprehened, may be 
construed otherwise, or may be inconsistently understood. 
So many obstacles go with the sastrartha. Further a Man- 
galasloka at the beginning is sishtacara (convention of th- 
wise) ‘Which has been violated; and this makes the comm¬ 
entator an ‘anapta’, one on whose words we cannot keep 
reliance. The prayojana intended can be safely realised be 
having the ‘mangalacarana’. “It is generally seen that 
mangalacarana’ has its purpose in putting an end to or in 
gnietening the obstacles. This work is aimed at ‘nissreyasa 
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prayojana’ which is very great. And when there is such a 
great purpose, obstacles are found to be many. Then why 
did Sankara act thus” ? 

Reply : Those who have God always in their heart 
and those who have.always the experience with God, they 
have nothing to fear about; they have no obstacles. Thu s 
the Smriti proclaims. To quieten the obstacles, it is enough 
to have the ‘mangalacarana’Jin one’s own mind, and San¬ 
kara lias performed it. “Our proof for this statement is 
found in the opening lines ending with the words c sutaram 
itaretara bhavanupapattih’.” This may also be taken to be 
the ‘mangalacaranat 

Objection : How does this passage r give us the kno¬ 
wledge that it is ‘visista devatanusmarana’. (cotinuous re¬ 
membering of a specific^ deity). ? 

Reply : “This passage declares that the self is devoid 
of any obstacles and destruction and that it is pure thought 
(= prajnana ghanah). When this reality,appears like ano-, 
ther entity, this appearance is false. Sankara proceeds to 
declare the mithyatva of this appearance by expounding the 
self to be pure consciousness and to be devoid of all c upa- 
plavas’ (fluctuations). When Sankara is exponding the nat¬ 
ure of such consciousness, wherefrom can the obstacle 
arise ? This in itself is the ‘mangalacaranaV 

While he is explaining the nature of adhyasa, by impli¬ 
cation he is actually referring to the pure consciouness 
which is the ground of adhyasa. 

Adhyasa—Virodha 

“The object and the subject are opposed to one ano¬ 
ther as darkness and light. What is this ‘virodha’? 
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(contrariety) and what is the nature of the ‘itaretara bhava’ 
which is said to be inconsistent with the nature of these 
two ? 

There are two forms of ‘virodha’ and two forms of 
‘itaretara bhavanupapattih’ (impossibility of the two nat¬ 
ures being one). When two objects cannot be at the same 
place, at the same time, or in the same stage, we have the 
‘virodha’ which refers to the nature or dharma of the obj¬ 
ects. The absence of the c avastha laksana karya’ brought' 
by such virodha is the incompatibility of their ‘itaretara 
bhava’. 

When two objects cannot have the nature of one ano¬ 
ther, we have the second type of virodha’, which also is 
based on the nature of the objects. The absence of the 
‘itaretartvata lakshna’ brought by such virodha is another 
form of the incompatibility of their itaretara bhava. 

If it is said that virodha means that two entities can not 
coexist, then when there is light there cannot be darkness. 
This is fal se. Eg when there is a faint light in the room, 
we cannot cognise the objects clearly. I.E. in such a room 
both light and darkness are found coexisting. Like wise 
in the shade, we have both heat and shade in varying deg¬ 
rees. Similar is the case with cold and heat. 

Then one might argue that virodha means that of two 
objects, one cannot have the nature of another. Then con¬ 
sider the universal and the particular. Though they are dis- 
t inct from one another, one penetrates into the other. Suce 
an integration ought to be impossible if the nature of the 
one is not to be found in the other. 
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Vivatana proceeds to examine the nature of ‘tamas 
darkness) and rejects the view that it is only ‘prakasaa’ 
bhavah (absence of light). 

9. Objections concerning adhyaasa 

Objection : There may be the natural incompati¬ 
bility of any relation between the dark (seeing) and the 
drsya(seen). Yet it can not obstruct the appearance of 
‘tadatmya’ which is the cause of error. Eg sukti (mother 
of pearl) and silver have no relation of tadatmaya at all. 
Yet there appears an identical'ground for both and this 
gives rise to error. And the same may hold good here 
also. 


The ground is only the ‘this’, and that which is adh- 
yasta (superimposed) is the silver. There is some tadatmya 
between the two. This relation between the ‘this’ and the 
‘what’ may be one of ‘samanya viseshaabhava’, (general and 
particular) or of gunaguni bhava 5 (quality and qualified). 
And we find the ‘amsa’ (aspect^or part) of one appearing as 
the ‘amsa’ of the other. Such an ‘anyataramsa adhyasa 
(an aspect of one cognising as that of another) whieh is a cas e 
of error is seen. Like wise we have consciousness as th e 
ground, and the not-salf as the adhyasta. But here we do 
not have such a relation as before. “Since the subject is 
in itself pure consciousness it can not admit^of any ‘yusmad 
amsa’ (aspect of the object) in it.” 

If there were to be an adhysa^of the not-self on th e 
self themself as the ground must admit of the ‘idam amsa* 
(thatness). That will have to be the ‘acid aunsa’ (aspect of 
non-consiousness) which may be natural or ‘agantuka 

(3) 
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(adventitious) to consionsness. It cannot be natural since 
it is pure consicousness and consciousness alone in itself. The 
object is unconscious and is appearing as the object for con 
s cioensness. How can the subject of an act become also 
the object of the act ? Is this not strange and fantastic 9 
If it is then ‘agantuka’, has it a cause or no ? If it has no 
cause, it cannot come into existence. If conciousness which 
is ‘niravayava’ (having no parts) cannot evolve itself into 
a ‘savayava’ (having parts) entity. It can not have also a 
cause, since consciousness is ‘niranjana’ (non-relational) 
Eg the amsa has no avayavas ; and we do not see any 
evolution of it brought about by a cause. 

“Nor can the not self be the ground, since the object 
in itself is hot a conscious'entity. Further, if the object is 
a conscious entity, it would be the same as the subject; and 
thus it would cease to be an object.” Eg one percipient 
cannot have any immediate experience of another percipient; 
but can only befer the other. Like wise the object, that is 
aconseious entity, could not be directly congnised, but 
only inferred. 

Moreever the object cannot evolve itself into the form 
of consciousness, since an unconcious entity can be the 
cause of only that effect which is also unconscious. 

Then can’t we say the not-self accepts the ‘atma caita- 
nya’ as its own amsa ? 

This is imposible since consciousness cannot move like 
that. It is ‘aprati samkrama’ (motionless). Thus no where 
do we find nadatmya’ even to a very slight extent. And 
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we cannot have the amsa of one in another, whence the 
adhyaasa which is of the form of ‘anytaraamsa’ is imposible. 

“The same argument will tell us that the properties 
of an object cannot appear in another object since any 
property cannot give up its ground or locus. 

“Thus there arises the impossibility of 'itaretara bhaava*. 
The subject is apprehended as asmat pratyaya gocara and 
is of the nature of consciousness. This is the 'anidamamsa’ 
or the element of the not-this in the 'asmat pratyaya’ 
On this is supposed to take place the adhyaasa of the 'yus- 
madartha, (the this) which involves the attachment to the 
body etc. When the T and the 'this 5 have the mutual in¬ 
terpenetration, there is supposed to arise a single datum 
which is called adhyaasa”. That this is not possible, is the 
contention of the objector. 

We refer to all the entities beginning with the aham- 
kaara (Ego) and ending with the body not as the 'this’ but 
as the T. How are these taken to be ‘yusmat pratyaya 
gocara’ ? (aprehended as this). 

The reply : Consciousness is 'asmat pratyaya gocara’ 
Now \ ahamkaara etc are apprehended as almost identical 
with this consciousness, Due to this strength, and due to 
the fact that they are all illumined directly by consciousness 
they can not strictly be taken to be on a par with the other 
objects. Yet in so far as they are directly illumined by con¬ 
sciousness, They are in a sense objecto — objects for consci¬ 
ousness. 

“Now in the 'vishayaadhyas’ (super imposiation of the 
object) the properties of one object may be cognised as tho 
properties of another. Yet even without any such ‘vishayaa- 
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dhyasa’, there can be only the adhyaasa of the properties* 
Eg deafness is a property of the ear, but is cognised as an 
attribi te of the person. In the same way we can also have 
the adhyasa that involves the properties of the subject. 

6 ‘Now, if the subject is pure conssiousness, how can it 
have properties and can there be the adhyaasa of these pro¬ 
perties ? 

‘Ananda’ (Bliss), ‘Vishayaanubhava’ (experience) and 
‘nityatva’ (eternality are the properties of conciousness. 
Eventhough they can not be separated there is nothing 
wrong in saying that the properties of consciousnes also 
can be adhyasta. These properties constitute the very nature 
of consciousness. Yet they appear as if they are many pro 
perties only in the ‘antah Karana Vrtty Upaadhi’ (condi¬ 
tioned psychosis). 

Adhyaasa requires a similarity between the two obje¬ 
cts ; and this similarity must be found in the case of the 
parts of the object. But when, the self in concerned such 
an ‘avayava saadrisya’ (similarity of parts) cannot be found. 
So, when we speak of Kartritva for the self, we admit that 
it is due to the upaadhi called the ahankara. Though this 
‘bhrama’ (illusion) has such a cause in the upaadhi, it is a 
fact that the ‘sadrisya adhyaasa’ does not have an upadhi. 
For the adhyaasa of the body etc., there is no ‘sopadhika 
bhramatva’. As such it is impossible to say that the enti¬ 
ties from ahankaara to the body are adhyasta on the perci¬ 
pient. This impossibility has been accepted and recognised 
by Padmapaada. 

Suppose, we know the smell of the ‘Ketaki gandha’ 
and we also know that the’ sarpa Gandha’ is similar to it. 
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When we smell the latter and when the other is absent, the 
argument from analogy would tell us that we are smelling 
only the "sarpa gandhak When we cognise yellow in the 
conch we try to find out a cause for this yellow, and we 
assume the reality of such a cause. In the same manner 
when there is the congnition of the effect of the "nirupaa- 
dhilca bhrama’ (unconditioned illusion) we have to assume 
that this is due to something similar to it, or that there is a 
cause for it That this is the proceedure is given by Padma- 
paada. 

“Adhaasa is the appearance of a form where that form 
is not. This is mithyaa. Mithyaa means that which con¬ 
ceals something, or that which is inexplicable. Here it is 
the former meaning intended. In reality there is no such 
adhyaasa. Yet it is naisargika (Naturals*) 

“Naisargika means that which is internally related to 
the ‘Pratyak Caitanya Sattaa” alone. When the defects of 
Kartritva and bhoktritva are related to the self, then we 
have adhyaasa. To be an enjoyer, the self must be a doer, 
for one who is not a doer cannot enhoy the consequences 
of his actions. To be a doer, the self must hove the 4 samyo- 
gaadhyaasa’ (relational) with love and hatred. One cannot 
be a doer if he does not have love and hatred. Once there 
is the contact of the self with such defects, it must necess¬ 
arily become an enjoyer ; for in the absence of such an 
enjoying, love and hatred would be inconsistant In this 
manner the adhyaasa goes on endlessly and without a 
beginning ; It is as beginningless and endless as the relation 
between the seed and the plant. As such adhyaasa is spo¬ 
ken of as being "naisargika 5 or natural. 
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‘This natural adhyaasa is manifest in 'lokavyavaha- 
rika’ as-I am this, this is nine etc. Just as we can not reject 
the existence of the I, so too we cannot reject the existence 
of adhyaasa.” ‘Lokavyavahaara’ takes the form of - ‘I am 
a man’, ‘I am a human being’. Here in we are treating the 
I not as the self, but as something alse. 

Adhyaasa is said to be the appearance of an entity as 
having the nature of another. If so, the expression 'white 
cloth’ ought to be a case of adhyaasa, since the white is 
predicated of the cloth. The remove such instances from 
the sphere of adhyaasa, it has been said that adhyaasa ari¬ 
ses when there is the interpenetration or integration of the 
real and the unreal into a single entity. There should be 
the ’samyoga’ of the real and the unreal. It is only such 
an integrated or synthetic single entity that can be taken to 
constitute avidyaa. With this in mind, Sankara has spoken 
of ’satyanrita mithunikritya’. ”By styam is meant the con¬ 
sciousness which is the not-this; and by anrita is meant the 
this, since it is to ‘swaruupa’ itself that is adhyasta.” 

Objection : 'mithunikritya’ means having conjoined 
or united the two. This suffix- ‘kritvaa’ inflies that the act 
conveyed by this verb is different from the act conveyed by 
another verb which alone can complete the sentence and the 
action. Further, prior io this fi mithunikarana’, there must 
have been something etc. 'As such how can you maintain 
that ‘adyaasa’, 'mithunikarana’ and 'lokavyavahara’ are all 
synonymous with one another ? 

Reply : ’’This suffix- ’kritvaa’ does not reveal that 
something takes place after it; it does not show that it is 
distinct from’likavyavahaara.’ In’bhuktvaa vrajati’ also 
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other hand in ’mithunikritya’ we have only the suffix and not 
two different verbs. It does not simply or involve another 
verb, ’adhyasya’ and Tokavyavaharah’ and this - ‘ktriaal* 
here only explains tbe same. We con not admit, of’Kripa- 
bheda’ (difference in verbs) because at the end sankara sums 
np by saying ’Evam ananto naisargilc adhyaash” Thus 
the ’upakrama’ (beginning) and the ’upasamhara’ (conclu. 
sion). So to establish that this ’kritvaa’ is not different from 
’adhyaasa,’ and from ’lokavyavahara.’ Just as we say, ’Cai- 
tayam purushasya gunam’ even though conciousness is 
not distinct from the purusa, so too is employed this 
‘-kirtvaa’ suffix. It is only an ’Aupacaarika (conventional) 
usage, and it does not bring out any'distiction of the succe¬ 
ssive stages. 

Eg. In itself there is only one adhyaasa where one 
object is apprehanded as having the nature of another. 
Yet it appears as many and all these are called adhyaasa 
only through ’Upacaarak They are not really different adhr 
yasas having specific differences. They only appear as 
c aham’, ‘idam’, ‘mamedamk This differance is between the 
upaadhis of these entities. The ‘paurvaaparya’ (succession) 
of these adhyaasa is determined only from our ‘pratipatti 
or apprehension. Consequently, we can say that the suffix 
’-Kritvaa’ has been employed by accepting the Kriyaa 
bheda’because of the. ’Visessha bheda’. 

’’This adhyaasa is ’mithya’; mithyaa and anrita are 
referred to here. Mithyaa conveys the meaning of inexpli¬ 
cability (anirvachanniyata), while ajhnana convyes the Avi- 
dya sakti which is of the nature of unconscious.” Instead 
of ’mithyajnana’, if Sankara had employed only ’ajnanam/ 
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it would mean only the absence of negation of knowledge* 
If he comployed only the word ’mithyaa’, it would mean 
erroneous knowledge (bhranti ajnanam). To exclude there 
are two meanings, Padmapada explains the two to mean that 
c ajnana’ which is also ’mithya’, It means ’ajnana’, which is 
not the absence of jnana, but is a positive existent entity* 
It is not a merely unreal or totally false entity ; for it has 
some form of reality. Such an ’ajnana’ is the material cause 
(upaadana) of entire adhya,asa. 

1L Objection : How is ’mithyajnana’ the mete- 
rial cause (upadhana) of adhyasa ? 

Reply : It is through the method of agreement and 
difference that this is established. Adhyasa arises when 
there is a ’mithyajnana 1 , and it ceases to be in the absence 
of the latter. 

Objection : ’Adhyaasa’ is dispelled by (is the con¬ 
tradictory of) ’tattvajnanam. The absence of the latter is 
’ajnana’. Thus the ’pratibandhaka abhava vishayata’ 
is adyasa. And the method of agreement and difference 
does not prove anything. 

Reply : ’Pratibandhaka’ (obstacles) actually mean$ 
’Utpatti virodhi’, that which prevents a thing from coming 
into existence. When there is a sifficient cause, anything 
that prevents the emergance of the effect, is called ’pratiba.. 
ndhaka.’ When there is the sufficent cause called ’adhyasa’^ 
we do not become a ware of ’tattvajnana’ as that which pre¬ 
vents the emergence of the effect and even if the sufficent 
cause called ’adhyasa,’ were absent, we have the emergence 
or awakening of ’tattvajnana ? As such it is evidence tha*> 
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the concomitant relation of ’ajnana’ to ’adhyasa’ does not 
apply in the case of ’pratibandhaka - bhava.’ 

Objection: ’Adhyasa* is not a’Pratibandhaka’for 
the knowledge of truth (’tattva bodha’). Yet the former 
can be dispelled only by the latter ; and as such the latter 
is the ’virodhi’ (contradictory) of the former. One is the 
’abhaava’ ’negative) of the other. One totally excludes 
the other. 

Reply : But given an ’effect’ it demads the knowledge 
of its cause, and never its contradictory (‘virodhi samsarga 
bhaava’). The method of agreement and difference, then' 
attempts at determining its cause alone at the outset, for 
the ’apekshjta vidhana’ and the anapekshita’ ’vidhana’, the 
former is the stronger and has precedence. 

Objection : Why can’t we say that the ’vishaya- 
dosha’, hire similarity, the ’Kaacdi indriya dosa’ atta¬ 
chment, to be the cause (Upadana) of ’Adhyasa’ ? 

Reply : These ’dosas’ (defects) constitute only the 
conditions and not the cause. If these ’dosas’ were to be 
taken as the cause, we have to enquire the cause of this 
cause. Tn this process we will have to admit at some stage 
or other that ‘ajnana’ is the final cause. Everything that 
is an effect has a material cause since the effect is a ’Bhava- 
karya’, as the pot which is an existence has its material 
cause in the clay. In the absence of a maerial cause, there 
can be no effect. The cause and the effect are in essence 
non-different. The effect comes into existence along with 
its ’gunas’ (qualities) and ’Kriya’, (actjvity). The substance 
with its ‘grnas’ and ’kriya’ finds ‘asraya’ in its ’Upadana’ 

4) 
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or Material cause ; andThe ’upadana’ and the ’Upadeya* 
(effect) are not related to one another. This ‘adhyasa must 
take as its ’upadana 9 something which is its ’asraya 9 and 
which has in essence the nature of the ’upadcya. 9 Such an 
entity can be found only in 9 ajnana\ 

Objection: The ‘bhranti jnanopadana 9 can be the 
self or the ’antah karana. 9 Instead of consider an un¬ 
known entity like ’ajnana 9 as the material cause, it is better 
to consider something known in this light. 

Reply s The self which is beyond any change will 
have to undergo some change or other if it were taken to be 
the material cause. The self is ’niravayava 9 and hence 
unchanging. 

Next we have to consider whether the ’antahkarana’ 
can be the material cause. Since this is ’savayava 9 it can 
undergo some change or other. Does the ’antah karana 9 
as the material cause imply its connection with the sense 
organs, or does it not ? It cannot be the latter since the 
9 antah karana 9 being internal cannot come to cognise the 
objects that are outside. It cannot be the former too, since 
in the case of erroneous cognition the sense organ does not 
come into contact with an object like ’mithya rajata 9 which 
in reality does not exist. We have to admit that the ’antah- 
karana 9 alone cogness it; and this is impossible. ’Mithya- 
nana 9 is ’anindriya j any a 9 (not the out come of the senses) 
in general. 

In the erroneous cognition there is the knowledge of 
the ’this 9 which is the ’adhisthana 9 (ground) and a specific 
knowledge of the 9 what which does nat fit into the ’this" 9 
Without the general knowledge of the ’adhisthana 9 there is 
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no erroneous cognition- If the ’antahkarana’ (inner organ) 
cognises the ‘this’, it should be able to cognies the ’what’ 
also. It cannot be taken to be the ’upadana*’ 

If knowledge is the ’parinama’ (transformation) of 
’antahkarana’, we have to admit that the ’antahkarana’ is 
not ’jada’ (insentient). This is absurd for it is not by itself 
’conscious’ of anything ; and as such it cannot know any¬ 
thing. Pure ’antahkarana’ by itself cannot be the ’adhara’ 
(substratum). We cannot refer error to ’antahkarana’ and 
’tattvajnana’ to the self. Both error and truth must have 
the same ’asraya’ (ground) and if error is ’antahkarana- 
sraya’, the self has nothing to do with it. This would 

imply that the self has nothing to do even with bondage, 
removal of this bondage and the true knowledge. The self 
will have to be pure ; and this is against the facts. 

Neither the self nor the ‘antahkarana’ can be the ’Upa- 
dana’ of adhyasa’. Hence ‘mithyajnana’ alone can be the 
’upadana’. ’Adhyasa’ is Mithyabhuta’ ; and it has ’mithya- 

rtha‘ and is 4 m ithy aj nan aat am aka’ ; and the consideration 
of‘upadana kaarana. Such an ‘upadana karana’ cannot 

be found in ‘Kaacadi nimitta kaarananT (Physical defects of 
the age) which differ from individual to individual and 
from occasion to occasion. ‘Adhyasa’ cannot have its 
‘asraya’ in any of the ‘dosas’. Further, the ‘dosas’ are in a 
sense ‘real’, while ‘adhyaasa’ is not so real ; and a real 
entity cannot be the cause of one that does not partake of 
its nature. 

When the object is ‘mithya’ its appreciation toojis 
‘mithya’. 
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This principle of ‘ajnana’ is in agreement with the nat¬ 
ure of all effects ; and it is present in all cases of erroneous 
cognition. This ‘ajnana’ has the ‘asraya’ (superinmposed 
on the self). And anything that is apprenended by it part¬ 
akes of its nature. As such the ‘upadana’ of ‘adhyasa’ can 
be only 4 mithyajnana’ ; it can be neither the self, nor the 
‘antahkaxana’, nor the ‘Kaacadi dosas’. 

So far we have argued for the ‘atmasrayatva’ (self be¬ 
ing the ground) of ‘jnanadhyasa’. How can we have the 
same ’asraya’ for ‘axthasraya’. For, in the cognition ‘this 
is siver’, we approhend it as external, as lying outside the 
self. The silver that is cognised has the mother-of-peal as 
its "asraya’ ; and the latter, in so far as it is cognised is 
actually ‘idam amsaavacchinna caitanya’ (consciousness as 
conditioned by the ‘this’). That it is not really extenal will 
be explained later on. 

Now with reference to ‘adhyasa’ we find Sankara obse¬ 
rving ‘mithy ajnana nimittah’ and ‘‘naisargiko ‘Yam loka 
Vyavaharah”. It is both ’naimtttika 5 or conditioned and 
‘naisargika’ or natural or inherent. Padmapada asks how 
is the unconditioned taken to be the conditioned ? 

To this we have the reply that ‘adhyasa’ is ‘naisargika* 
in so for as it is a cyclical process and is in essence identi- 
with its material cause. It is ‘naisargika’ in the sense that 
it is like a ‘pravaha’ (process) where we can make out nei¬ 
ther a beginning nor an end. It is said to be ‘naimittika’ 
since it appears in the manifestation of the effects or produ¬ 
cts. As such there is no difficulty here. To arrive at this 
conclusion Padmapaada proceeds to establish ‘bhaavaru— 
pam ajnaanam’ (positive charactor of nescience) in the self* 
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With this in view, Padmapaada states that this (adhyaasa) 
necessarily ‘be accepted.’ Here he employs two words- (the 
adhyasa) and ‘avasyam’ (necessarily). The first word refers 
to ‘Pratyaksha Pramaana’ (perceptual apprehension) and 
the second to ‘anumaana pramana’ (inference). These two 
pramaanas conclusively prove the positive nature of *ajnana\ 

To begin with, perception. Take the expressions, ‘1 
am ignorant, T do not know myself and other’. The first 
sentence makes the self the ‘asraya’ of’ajnana’. In both 
I have the immediate and direct apprehension of ‘ajnana’. 
They establish the positive existence of 'ajnana’ and take 
the (the not-self) to be the object of ‘ajnana’.This is a fact 
of experience. 

Objection : When I say ‘I am ignorant’ is it not an 
apprehension of the absence of ’jnana’ ? Is not ‘ajnana’ the 
negative of ‘jnana’ ? 

Re|pSy : No. Just as in the statement T am happy’ I 
have an immediate awarences of a positive content, so do I 
have in ’I am ignorant This is a pure perceptual know¬ 
ledge. This is not possible ; ‘ajnana’ is the negation (’abh- 
ava’) of ‘jnana’ for ’abhava’ is cognised not by perception 
but by ‘anupalabdhik 

Is ‘abhaava’ cognised by perception ? It is impossible 
to apprehend perceptually the absence of ‘vijnana in the 
self. So we experience ‘jnanabhava’ after experiencing 
the contradictory of the ground or without experiencing ? 
Now in the statement ‘There is no nowledge in me’, we 
have an experience in which we have the apprehension of 
‘dharmipratiyogi’ and ‘artha’ or a positive something. Here 
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is ‘jnanasadbava’ (being of knowledge) and as such it is im¬ 
possible to have the direct apprehension of jnanabhaava- 
And if the ‘dhanni’ etc. is not aprehended, ‘abhava’ can 
never be cognised. ‘Jnanabhava is experienced only when 
there is the e dharmaadi pratipatti.’ This apprehension is 
through ‘anupalabdhi’ a new means of congnition. ‘Abhava 5 
may also be said to be cognised through inference. In any 
manner whether Tuanabhava’ is apprehended in the self or 
not we cannot have ‘j nan abhava pratipatti’ in the self we 
cannot have ‘jnanabhava pratipatti in the self (apprahen 
sion of the absence of knowledge). 

It is generally seen that there is a conation in the world 
after apprehending ajnana in the form of T dp not know 
what you say’. Even when the objects are known, it is 
quite possible that the number may not be known and the 
‘sastrartha’ too may not be known. Here we apprehend 
‘ajnana’ which is ‘visaya vyavritta’ and then w v e proceed in 
our activities of listening etc. with reference to it. 

Then ‘arthajnana 5 and tf abhava’ (its absence) do not 
have a simultaneity or co-existence. In the same manner 
we cannot have both the knowledge and the absence of the 
knowledge of the same object at the same time. 

As against this view we hold that c ajnana’ is a positive 
entity and that it is perceptually apprehended. Its ‘asraya* 
is the self and the ‘pratiyogi’ (contradicfary) of the self is 
‘ajnana’. We have said that ‘jnanabhava’ cannot co-exist, 
with ‘juana’ without violating the law of non-contradiction 
Such a violation does not arise when we have flic ‘asraya 
pratiyogijnana, for it can coexist with a (diffe-rent positive 
quality). 
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Now the e sakshi caitnanya’ (witnessing consciousness) 
*asraya’ pratiyogi jnana bhutam (having the knowledge of 
its contradictory). Yet it does not dispel ‘ajnana’ which is 
a' different positive entity, or it makes the object of know¬ 
ledge manifest: And it is a fact that the knowledge of some¬ 
thing does not dispel that something. 

Objection : The object ‘gives’ knowledge ; and 
knowledge is the contradictory of ‘ajnana’. The object 
then is ‘ajnana’ vyavartaka (dispeller of ignorance). The 
object is determined by a ‘pramaana’ ; ie., its validity or 
existence is determined or condiditioned by a valid means 
of knowledge (Pramana). If so how is the object made 
manifest by ‘sakshi caitanya’. Does ‘sakshi caitanya’ make 
manifest ‘ajnana’ as qualified by the object ? Or pure fc ajn- 
ana’ ? It cannot be the former, for any object is apprehen¬ 
ded thourgh one of the pramanas only. It cannot be the 
patter since mere ‘ajnana’ is beyond apprehension. 

Reply : We do not speak here of more and unquali¬ 
fied ‘sakshivedyatva’. It is always ‘visista saksi vedyatva’ 
(known as qualified witness-coureiousness)that we recognise 
here. Ady object is an object of ‘saksi caitanya’ • either as 
known or as unknown. The object as known is apprehen¬ 
ded by one of the ‘pramanas.’ The object as unknown is 
apprehended in a general or specific form as ‘ajnana’ vyava- 
rtka’. One demands the ‘pramana vyavadhana (media¬ 
tion by a means) while the other does not. In either way 
there is ‘ajnana pratyaksa’ (direct appehension of nescience) 
and this ‘ajnana’ a positive entity which has the self as its 
c asraya\ * 

Now with the aid of inference the author proceeds to 
establish ‘bhava rupaajnana’ (positive character of ajnana). 
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An object that is in a dark room is not apprehended be¬ 
cause it is not visible. The first rays of light coming from 
the candle illumine the object • and the object is distinct 
from the darkness that is dispelled by the rays of light. 
Likewise take an object whish is at a fixed place and which 
exists for a certain period of time. Inference is to establish 
‘ajnana’ as a positive entity. It is £ vasthvantara purvakam 
district from the object cognised, distinct from the self. It 
is at the same place as the object, but is not cognised by 
the sense-organs. It dispels itself as the object is appre¬ 
hended ; ie.. it is not ‘adrsta’. The object that is not cog¬ 
nised stands as ‘avrita’ (concealead covered) just as the 
cognition sublates the prior conition, we cannot say that the 
cognition of the object dispels the ignorance that has enve¬ 
loped it so far. It is ‘svaprabhava vyatirikta* (other than 
its own prior-non-existence) or brought about by nothing 
outside of itself. Since there is nothing external to it, it 
itself is the ‘avarana’ (ocupying, covering). And when the 
object is cognised that which is sublaled is this ‘avarana 
The moment it is sublated, the object gets known ; and this 
is possible only when the object and ‘ajnana’ are at the 
same place. And since it is not an erronneous cognition 
that results, it is said that it is ‘vastav antara’ or an object 
distinct from that which is known. 

The ‘hetu’ (cause) for all this is the illumination of an 
object in a dark room by the first rays of light. It is said 
the raysh illumine the object which is so far u nillumined. 
Cognition is ‘dhara vahika 7 (continous process). Here cog. 
nition is taken to be a continuous stream or span spread 
over successive moments. The cognition of the second 
moment does not destory the knowledge of the first mom¬ 
ent ; and by the time we come to the second moment* the 
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object is already illumined and known. Hence it is said 
that the object is so fax unillumined and that it is the 6 pnc 
thamotpanna prabha (emerging first ray of light) which 
is said to illumine the object. 

Is ‘anatma jnana 5 the dharmi 5 ? or the ‘atmajnana’ ? 
It cannot be the former since 4 a jnana 5 is not ‘anatmavaxka 5 
(concealing not we self). Nor can be accept the latter since 
it does not exclude anatmajnana as such - Tratipannasy 
aatmajnanasy anatma jnanasya cadharmitvam 5 . It is the 
ground of the emerging knowledge of the self and that of 
the not- self. This would make ‘ghat adhyavacchinna caita- 
nyam 5 the object of perception. That is, consciousness con¬ 
ditioned or delimited by the object, like the pot, is the obj¬ 
ect of perception. This is ‘ajnanavarakam 6 (enveloped my 
necessence). 

Thus is established the positive nature of ‘ajnana 6 and 
with jnana it has ‘samanasrayavisaya 5 (similar ground and 
consignment). 

Padmapada speaks of ‘avidya sakti 5 . ‘Avidya itself is 
‘saktimattva 5 (having potency). It is external to the self. 
And since it is capable of fulfilling the functions of the self 
which is ‘sarva kaaryaopadana 5 (material cause of all acti¬ 
vities) it is said that there is a ‘sakti 5 of ‘avidya. 5 The c sakti 5 
(potiency) is not outisde of c avidya’. It is inherent in 
‘avidya 5 . And when we speak of a ‘sakti 5 belonging to it, we 
should consider the expression to be purely metaphisical. 

Padmapaada says, “avidya saktir bahya dhyaatmikesu 

vastushu tat swarupa sattaa .This ‘avidya 

5 ) 
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sakti’ is always attached only to the ‘atma tattva satta’ (the 
being of the self). When we cognise the objects which axe 
outside the self or speak of the ‘ahankara whose asraya 
is the self. We have avidya attached to the ‘atmasatta’ for 
the objects constituting the not-self, we have the self as the 
‘adhisthana’. 

Then Padmapaada proceeds to argue bringing in ano¬ 
ther pramana called ‘axtha patti ! In the absence of this 
‘avidyasakti’ we cannot consistently and satisfactionly expl¬ 
ain ‘mittyartha’ (illusory object) and ‘tad avabhaasa’ (its 
appearance). And in extablishing the ‘bhaavarupajnana’ we 
have ‘arthapatti’as another ‘pramaana’. 

Now 6 ahankaaxa’ is ‘adhyasta’ on pure Brahman as sil¬ 
ver on the- mother-of-pearl. Both the object and the know¬ 
ledge of the object are cases of ‘adhyaasa’ : for knowledge 
presupposes the ekistence of an object. We have to find out 
the ‘upadana’ which also should be mithyaabhuta’. The 
material cause is real, the effect also ought to be real since 
the effect partakes of the nature of the cause ; and in such 
a case the ‘adhyaasa’ would have to be real. Has the ‘upaa^ 
dana 5 a beginning ? or no ? The former would lead to a 
rogrees. No ‘Pramana’ can prove the latter. If the ‘mithyo- 
padana’ has a beginning, its cause will be another ‘mittya- 
padana’ and this will land us to a regress. As such we have 
to assume that the ‘mithyopadana 5 has no beginning. That 
which is beginningless, is itself ‘mithya’ and ‘mithopadana’ 
is uo other than ‘ajnana’ which is ‘atmasambandhi’. Hence 
mithyadhyasa’ alone is ‘jnanopadanak Apart from this 
we can have nothing else. 
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Objection : ‘Avidya vishayatva’ (nescience as object) 
has been maintained for ‘anatman’ (not-self). Anything 
that manifests or reveals or brings its nature because of 
something else, is the object of the latter. Then how can 
there be an object for ‘avidya’ ? 

Reply : Due to ‘ajnana’ there arises an ‘avarana’ for 
the object (the anatman). Ajnana cannot be taken to be 
envaloping (the avarna of) the self, for it cannot hide it or 
illumine it. There is no ‘pramana’ to show that it enve¬ 
lopes ; and that it envelopes is inconsistent with its nature- 
and function. Admiting that ‘ajnana’ is only ‘vishayava, 
raka’ (enveloping the object) how do we know that it exists? 
When we know that this is a blue pot, the ‘avarna’ has cea¬ 
sed to evist for the pot; and it is then impossible to know 
the ‘avarana’. When we do not know that this is a blue pot, 
we cannot know the ‘avarana’. 

Objection : Since we apprehend the object now, we 
can assume that it'was ‘avrita’ prior to this moment. 

Reply : But in the case of ‘dhaaravaahika jnana’ 
we find that the object cognised in the second or third mo¬ 
ment is also cognised in the first or the preceeding moment. 

Objection : But in so far as it is known at this-mo¬ 
ment, is there not the non-aporehension prior to this mo¬ 
ment ? 

Reply : No. first we have the cognition and we know 
that it is a blue plot. Here we do not become aware of our 
prior non-apprehension of the object. This awareness comes 
only later on. 
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Objection : But take the case of ‘pratyabhijnab 
(recognition). An object has been cognised some time back 
and it is recognised now to be the same. In the intervening 
time we have to admit the non-apprehension of the object. 
Otherwise there ought to be this recognition even in the 
intervening time. 

Reply: This does not establish non - apprehension 
(anavagati). In the case of the self which is ‘dhaaravahika 
jnana gamya’(apprehended by knowledge which is a process) 
we have a situation similar to that of pratyabhijnab This 
‘purvapara sambandha vishaya" is found even in the case of 
self which is always ‘avagata (apprehended). 

Objection : Through ‘arthapathi’ (implication)onecan 
establish this ‘non-apprehension’. In the interval between 
the past cognition and the present recognition there is the 
absence of ‘jnanasmritik As such is not non-prrehension 
apprehended ? 

Reply : No. Even in apprehension there is no nece¬ 
ssity of smriti. 

Objection : However, ‘avarana*’ is a fact of experi¬ 
ence. How can it be rejected by reason ? 

Reply: The apprehension or otherwise of an object 
is determined by a ‘pramaana’. But the apprehension of 
non—apprehension is not determined by any ‘pramaana V 
And this ‘anavagati* along with the objects is ‘adhyasta’ on 
the saalcsin . There is the ‘ajnaanadhyaass* along with the 
objects on ‘saksicaitanya’ and this explains the experience. 

That which is ‘adhyasta’ has no ‘savarana’. But the 
object cannot be apprehended if the ‘savarana’ is not de S - 
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troyed and as such the e avarana bhanga’ (destruction of the 
enveloping) must be stated. Is the ‘avarana bhanga’ acco¬ 
mplished by a ‘pramana’ or by "sakhin V It cannot be the 
former fox in the perception of two moons there is no 
‘pramaanagamyatva’. Nor can it be the latter since the, 
6 avarana’ arises as dependent on the ‘saakhsin’. 

Hence there is no pxamaana which can make us say 
that there is ‘ajnaanavarana’ for the not-self. The not-self 
is essentially dependent and is ‘prakaasahina’ (non-illumi- 
nant); and no purpose is served by an ‘avarana’ for the 
non-conscious not self. And since the not-self as object 
does not get any ’atisaya’, from ‘ajnana’, it cannot be 
‘agnanavishaya’. Padmapada, therefore, observes, that the 
Avidya Sakti does not prevent the c s var up a vabhaas a’ of the 
non-conscious objects’. The ‘svarupa’ (nature) of the not- 
self is ‘ajnanatmaka’. Since the not self is ‘acidrupa’ there 
is no posibility of any ‘prakaasa’; and hence it does not 
prevent the ‘svarupavabhasa’ (appearance of its form). 

But, then, how do you maintain ’anatmavlshayatwam’? 
The reply is that though ‘ajnana’ is not ‘visayavaraka’ 
(enveloping the object), get is has a ‘vikshepa sakti’ (power 
of revealing plurality). Because of ’vikshepa’ we can main¬ 
tain ‘anatma vishayatman’. It is ‘rupantaravebhasa hetuh’ 
(cause for the appearence of another form). This will be 
explained later on. 

If the not-self has *avirta svarupa’ (form of being enve- 
oped), we have to say that it is now ‘ajnata’ ‘unknown’; 
since this is absurd we should say the ‘ajnatatva’ is due to 
some other reason. But this is faulty. “Anatma visaya- 
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ntah karana parinaamaa’ nudayalaksana vaikalyaat” (it is 
is due to the non-emergence of the modification of the psy¬ 
chosis having the not-self as the object. 

We can interpret Padmapada’s statement ‘pramaana 
vaikalyadeva’ differentlygthus. Even though the not-self i t 
not by itself luminous, it might become luminous since is 
has the contact with ‘caitanya prakaasa’ (self luminous 
consciousness). Then the not-self will be like the real and 
k will have ‘nityatva prakasa’ (eternally luminous). Then 
‘aCnana’ is required to function as the ‘avarana' of this not- 
self. To avoid this conclusion, Padmapada has to give that 
statement by way of reply. ‘caitanya’ is ‘nitya’; and it is 
the ‘saadhana’ (means of establishing)for the not-self. Since 
it is the ‘anavirta caitanya’ (unenveloped consciousness) 
which is the ‘vishaya saadhaka’, the object cannot be appre¬ 
hended only when the ‘caitanya’ is enveloped by ‘ajnaana’ 

Hence there is no necessity to assume another ‘avarana 
for the not-self. This is given by Padmapada in the nex’ 
sentence ‘rajatapratibhasad’ (from the appearance of silver). 

If the £ ajnana’ which is c atmaasraya’ (grounded in the 
self) were to be £ anatmavarana\ then a curious result would 
follow. Unless the £ avarana’ is destroyed, the object, can¬ 
not be apprehended; and when there is the knowledge of 
the object, then the ‘ajnana* which is in the self ought to dis¬ 
appear completely. This is contrary to experience. As 
such there is £ avidya’ in the self. Then in all the three per¬ 
iods (before ‘rajata bhasa’, during £ rajata bhasa’ and after 
‘rajata bhasa’) we have the ‘vishaya svarupa pratibhasa’ 
(appearence of the'form of the object). And this means 
that ajnana, cannot have c anatmavarana’. 
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Objection : ‘Ajnana’ need not be one only. There 
is ‘ajnana’ with reference to ‘shukti’ (mother of pearl)and it 
is dispelled by ‘sukti jnaana’, There is another ‘ajnaan a * 
which we apprehend with reference to the self. This is dis¬ 
tinct from the previous one. 

Reply : No. To establish ‘bhavarupaajnaana’ as ex¬ 
isting ^distincly in every object apart from Lhe ‘ajnana’ which 
is ‘atmaasraya’ and ‘atmavishaya’, we have no ‘pramaana* 
The object is not apprehended precisely because there does 
not arise any ‘vrittr (psychosis) and because there is ‘caita*- 
nyavarana’ (enveloping consciousness). 

Further ‘ajnana’ is ‘atisayaantarajaaaka’ (causing a diff, 
erent mark) with reference to the object; and hence it i s 
proper to speak of ‘ajnana vishayatva’ for the object. In 
maintaining ‘anatmavishayam ajnanam’, Padmapada states 
‘rupantaravabhasa hetur kevaellam’ (merely). ‘Avdiya 
causes the object to appear in a form other than its own* 

Objection : This too is inconsistent and impossible 
when we have the knowledge of £ shukti’ we find that silver 
which is its ‘rupantara’) is dispelled along with the ‘ajnana’ 
which is the ‘upadana 5 of the form of silver. Now when the 
.‘agnanadhyasa’ isdispelledby the knowledge of ‘shukii’, how 
is it that we still have the ajnana in the self ? Hence we 
have to admit that there is a different ‘ainana’ for every 
different object. And if many ‘ajnansam* cannot be accep¬ 
ted, we cannot have ‘agnana’ as the ’upadana’ of c adhayasa\ 
But we cannot have a ’satyaopadana’ (real cause) for a 
‘mithyabhuta vishaya’, (an erroneous datum). Then we may 
have to admit that ‘adhyasa nirtti’ is possibleve if there 
is no ’upaadana nivritti’. 
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Reply r When the pot is destroyed we speak of the 
pot as having its ‘pravilaya’ (involution) in its own Parana 5 
(cause). In the same way, when we have the knowledge of 
‘shukti’, the ’rajatadhyasa’ too has ‘svakarana pravilaya’ 
(dissolved into its own cause). 

We can argue that there is a ‘mitijnana’ (primal neschy* 
ence)which has a different ’avastha’.(status). These‘avasthas* 
are the ‘upadanas’ for the cognitions of silver etc., These 
‘avasthas 5 or ’upadanas’ are dispelled along with ’adhyasa* 
and the knowledge of ‘shukti’ etc. 

Ohejction : But in ordinary experience; we do not 
apprehend the ‘nivrittr (sublation) of ’adhyasa’ along with 
‘ajnana’ though 7 tattvajnana’ going against this experience 
how can we say that ‘adhyasa’ along with ‘ajnana’ can be 
dispelled by the knowledge of Brahmanl 

Reply : But ‘jnana’ dispels that which is not ’jnana’ 
a nd this is a fact of experience. ’Ajnana’ being the contra^ 
dictory of 6 jnana’it is capableof being dispelled by the latter o 
‘Agrahana’ (non-cognition), mitthyajnana’ and the like are 
tattvavabhasa virodhinah.’ (contradictaries of the appear— 
ence of the real). That they are dispelled by ‘tattvajnana’ 
is a fact of experience. In the same way when we say that 
‘bhavarupainana’ is the contradictory (virodhi) of ‘tattva— 
vaabhasa’, it is but proper to say that Brahmajnana can 
dispel that ‘ajnana’. 

With reference to ‘avarana’ we have said earlier that if 
it were for the object, it cannot be known. Such a defect 
does not arise here in the case of this ‘vikshepa’, for it is 
through ‘bhranti jnana’ that we apprehend £ vi$haya vyavritta. 
rupantara’ (a different form which is other than that of the 
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Objection : Then even for the self there need not 
‘ be ‘ajnana nimittam avaxana krityam’. (caused by nesci¬ 
ence). An ‘avarana’ hides or conceals ‘prakasa’. But the 
‘svarupa’ of the self cannot be so hidden. Nor can there 
by any ‘karya pratibandha’ nor this ‘pratikri*. There is nei¬ 
ther a pratibandha nor a ‘pratikriya’for jnana which is‘visa- 
yavabhasatmana udita’ (arising just in the appearance of 
the object). And since no useful purpose is served by this 
‘bhavaru^ajnana’, it does not exists even in the self. 

Reply : To this Padmapada replies : ‘Pratyagatman’ 
is of the nature of consciousness and it is ‘svayam prakasa’ 
(self-luminous). Brahmasvaxupa cannot be for any 
reason or factor outside of Brahman; we have to admit that 
this ‘anavabhasa’ is due only to the ‘pratibandha 9 (obstcles) 
of the ‘avidhya sakti’ which is ‘tadgata nisarga siddha’ ari¬ 
sing naturally from is ground). 

Now, on the one hand there is the sufficient cause foi 
the -avabhasa’ of Brahman, for it exists and is luminous. 
And yet, on the other hand, there is the ‘atma tattvalam- 
bana vyavaharah’ (activity depending on the self)in the form 
that it doesnot exist and that it is not luminous. Its nature 
is one thing and the way it is apprehended is a different 
thing. This difference can not be explained unless we ass¬ 
ume an ‘avarana' in the form of ‘ajnana’, as a positive 
entity. When there is the presencs of the sufficient cause and 
the absence of‘avarana’, the pot which is near by is app„ 
rehended as existing. Hence empirical statements like ‘Bra¬ 
hman is not’ and ‘Brahman is not luminous’ go to imply 
through rthapapatti’ (implication) only that ‘ajnana’ which 

6) 
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is e bhavarupa\ In this way ‘arthapatti 5 or ‘anumana’ go to 
establish this ‘ajnana.’ 

And with reference to the empirical statement like the 
self is luminous ‘Padmapada’ proceeds to show that the self 
is the sufficient cause ; ‘Pratyagatman’ is of this nature of 
consciousness ; and yet there is the ‘brahmasvarupa anava- 
bhasa’ (non-appearance of the being of Brahman) for we 
have such expressions as ‘nasti 5 (is not) and ‘naprakasate’ 
(does not appear). 

This consciousness is the ‘adhisthana’ and the form in 
which it is apprehended is its ‘karya’ (product or effect). It 
is only what there is a ‘Pratibandha for this ‘adhisthana’ 
that we apprehend its ‘Karya\ as other than itself. And 
since the ‘avarana’ has ‘avidyasambahdha’ 5 it is quite 
probable that the former has ianirupifakarata’ (indetermi¬ 
nate form). 

Objection : Even though it is ‘svayam prakasam\ 
there is non-apprehension in the case of ‘purusanatara sam- 
vedana’ (apprehension of another person). Why can’t we 
accept the same ‘agrahana 5 here too ? 

Reply : No, In the case of apprehending another 
person that person is an other. Because of this otherness, 
we can speak of ’agrahana’ there. But Brahaman is not 
other, but pratyak (immediate experience). Consequently 
a cause other than ‘ajnana’ can not be found here. For the 
‘anavabhasa* of Brahman there is sufficient cause in the 
form of ‘ajnana’ which functions as the ‘pratibandha’ of the 
self and which is ‘tadgata naisargika siddha avidya sakti’- 
Since Brahman is ‘pratyaksvarupa’ (the form of one’s self) 
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substance (murtadravya) can be its ‘vyavadhayaka’. Hence 
‘ajnana’ arises from the preception of ‘Karya’. It make s 
the object appear as something else. That it, the avarana 
krtya is to alter (viparyaya) the object and its apprehension 
by the self. And we have to assume because of anyathanu- 
‘papatti’, the existence of ‘bhavarupajnana’ which is the 
cause of the ‘mithyavastu’ and the ‘mitthyjna’ alike. 

Objection : We do not find ‘ajnana’ as an entity 
distinct from ‘agrahana’, ‘mithyajnana’ or its ‘samskara’. 
Eventhough the ‘svarupa’ of BrahmaU is self - luminous, 
these three alone are capable of preventing its ‘avabhasa’ 
for the self. 

Reply : No, says, Padmapada.’ This ‘ajnana’ remain s 
as ‘ahankaradi viksepa samskara matrae’ in deep sleep. 
And when we get up, due to this ‘samskara’, it again spri¬ 
ngs up.’. 

Even in deep sleep the ‘avidyasakti’ remains merely as 
a ‘samskara’. We cannot say that the ‘samskaras’ alone are 
‘ajnana’. In the apprehension of another, the precipient 
is different from being perceived there ; and in deep sleep, 
then, the other is not apprehended. In the same way we 
cannot say that in deep sleep there is the ‘anavabhasa’ of 
Brahmaswaxupa which is ‘svayamprakasa’, because we are 
told of the identity of the percipient with psceived Braha- 
man (in the srutis). 

It is not ‘mithyajnana’ which prevents us, for in deep 
nleep there is no ‘mithyajnana.’ 

Nor can we say that the ‘bhranti’ (illusion) arises from 
the fact that ‘samskaras’ of this ‘mithyajnana’ prevent 
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the *avabhasa\ For it is not a rule that the ‘samskaras 
prevent the ‘tattvavabhasa’. Even when there are the ‘sanT 
skaras’ in the form of ‘rajata bhrama\ we have the appre¬ 
hension of e sukti\ 

Nor can ‘agrahana’ prevent the ‘avabhasa’. ‘Svarupa 
grahana’ is always there. When the ‘samvedana’ is self- 
luminous’ the ‘visaya kadacitka agrahana’(non-apprehension 
of the object) cannot prevent it* 

Even the ‘Karanas’ or actions are not opposed to ‘sva- 
rupaavabhasa’. If the ‘kaarnas’ are its ‘virodhis’, then ‘cait- 
anya’ should cease to be luminous (prakasa) always. 

Objection : Don’t we get the same conclusion even 
if we admit ‘ajnana’ as preventing the avabhasa’ ? 

Reply : No. ‘Ajnana’ has its c asraya’ in conscious¬ 
ness. It is not offered to consiousness. It is not a ‘prati- 
bandhaka’, for‘svavishaya caitanyavahasa’ (the apprearence 
of its object). 

‘Aiana* is ‘saksi caitanyavabhasaya? (illumined or 
manifested by the witness consciousness). Karanas are not 
so, since their ‘avabhasyatva is due to the c pramanas e If, 
on the other hand the karanas too are‘cidbhasya’(mainfested 
by consciousness), then the ‘saksi caitanya’ will have to be 
always luminous and fire. That the karauas are the ‘viro- 
dhis’ for the ‘vabhasa’ of their own ‘asraya 4 cannot be 
established by any ‘pramana’. The ‘bhranti samskara’ does 
not prevent the ‘sukti bodha* ; likewise the karanas which 
are ‘samskara rupas’ cannot prevent the ‘avabhasa’ of 
‘Brahmasvarupa’. Hence we have to admit that the ‘svaru- 
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panavahasa* (non* manifestation of the form) in deep sleep 
is not due to ‘agrahana’, 'mithyajnana’, *samskara > 5 or 
Parana’. But it is due to c ajnana\ which is different from 
these and which alone can prevent the "avabhasa’ of Brah¬ 
man. 


Objection : Then why should you assume ‘ajnana’ 
as ‘pratibandhaka’ ? Why should you not assume a different 
substance altogether ? 

■Reply : No. only when the "pratibandha’ is dispelled 
by the knowledge of Brahman, can we have the "svavisaya- 
vabhasa’. And jnana can dispel only that which is not jna- 
na. Such an entity is only ‘ajnana’. 

Objection : Here arises an objection from the stand¬ 
point of Bhedabhedavada. There is no ’ajnaria’ which is 
distinct from ’agrahana’, < mithyajnana\ and "tatsamskara’* 
and which is the primal cause of the whole ‘samsara’, which 
continues to remain undestroyed in ‘jagrat’, ‘svapna’ and 
"sushuptf, and which remains till the "samsara ceases. It is 
only ’bhranti jnana’ which can be called *ajnana\ 

But what is "Bhranti’ ? It is only the "atmanubhuti’, 
(awareness of the self) in the not-self which is from ‘ahan- 
kara to the body. 

But this is against the tenegts of the Bhedabheda school. 
In’Khanhndlgant’ they maintain its c abheda’(non-difference) 
with the other cows because of 'gotva* (cowness) and its 
^Bheda’ (difference) with them because of c Khandatva\ In 
the same way, why should we not take *ahammamishyah\ 
(I am a man) also as a case of bhedabheda ? In *aham 
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amsa\ there is "bheda 5 with Brahman, and in the hnanusy- 
amsa’ there is fi abheda\ We cannot say that there is the 
apprehension ‘I am not a manusya, but Brahman/ For, 
even in a statement like *nayam khando gaub, kintu mum 
dogauh* (this cow-is not khand) both the Khanada* and 
‘munda* agree in ‘gotva* and as such are identical. Like¬ 
wise when I think of myself as being a man, the self is 
identical with the body and when I take myself to be Brah, 
man, the self is identical with Brahman, 

It cannot be said that ‘aham manushyah* is a case of 
fi bhranti* as in ‘this is silver 9 . For even in ‘Khando gauh 
too we will have to admit the same ‘bhranti* ? 

But in hiayam khandogauh, kintu mundab.% we find 
that ‘khandatva’ is negated in ‘mundogauh’, The ‘gotvopa- 
dhr (cownesss as delimitedy it) is there. And there is no 
putting an end to ‘vyavahara' to the latter As such it 
might be argued that this is not a case of ‘bhranti’. To this 
we can repty that the same holds good even in c aham manu- 
syahk In the state of liberation there is ‘sarvatmatva’ and 
in this state the whole ‘vyvatara’ (activity) based on the 
love of and attachment to the body and sense organs cea¬ 
ses to exist. 

And when there is ‘vyavahara uccfaeda 9 (distracted acti¬ 
vity) we have an erroneous cognition. 

To this the bhedabheda vadin might say that we may 
not be able to define exactly what bhadabheda is. ‘ But the 
relationships that subsist between the universal and the 
particular, quality and substance, effect and cause, ‘visista* 
and ‘svarupa’, ‘amsa’ and ‘amsi’ (part and whole)-these 
are all cases of behda bheda. Such a relationship does not 
exist between the body and the self. 
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But we have to ask how ‘ sar irasaririsambandha’ (body* 
soul relationship) differs from ‘gunagunyadisambandha’ 
(quality and substance relation). All these are identical 
relationships. It is meaningless not to extend that relation¬ 
ship here. Since ‘brahmatva 5 is admitted to the ‘cetana sva- 
xupamsa’, we have to say that there is a causal relation bet¬ 
ween the ‘cetana svarupa’ and the body. Hence there is no 
^bhranti’ in this school of Bhedabheda. 

Further, if ‘Bhranti jnana’ is c antahkarana parinama% 
then ‘vidya’, cannot be ‘atmasraya’ (self as ground); if it be 
said that the ^ntahkarana parimana’ (evolution of the in¬ 
ner organ) itself is ‘atmani adhyasta* (grounded in the self). 
Then there cannot be any atmavidyasambhandha’, for in 
the ‘anyathahhyati’ theory there is no relation between the 
real object and the ‘mithya object. 

Bhranti cannot be even ^atmaparinama 5 since the self is 
*aparinami’ (changeless). 

Accordings to this school jnana is only a property of 
the self. We cannot say whose property is jnana, which will 
undergo a change (parinama) in the form of another ‘jnana 
gunah Now the clay which is the ‘aadhara’ (basis) for the 
pot, cannot be the ‘adhara’ for some other object. Like 
wise the self which is the ‘asraya’ for knowledge, cannot be 
the ‘asraya’ of another knowledge. Two distinct properties 
that differ in their nature cannot have the same identical 
^asrya’. 

This c sarva sankara vadin’ (theory that mixes up all 
kinds of views) does not accept the ‘mithyajnana’ which 
is ‘anadisiddha’ (beginningless) and as such there can not be 
any ‘samskara’ of this ‘mithyajnana’. He cannot have 
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‘avidya’. Even though there is the relationship of the self 
to the ‘mithyajnana’ which is ‘anadi’, yet it is only a tem¬ 
porary relationship like ‘ajnana’. Just like ‘ajnana’ this 
can be dispelled by true knowledge. ‘Ajnana’ is related 
to the sell like the colour blue to the sky. As such it does 
not put an end to the ‘kutastha’ (integrality)of the self. 

Thus far we have shown that perception, inference and 
‘arthapatti’ are the valid means of knowledge that establish 
‘ajnana’ as a positive and beginningless entity. Such an 
‘ajnana’ is both ‘naimittika’ and ‘naisargika’. It is mani¬ 
fest both as the cause and as the effect. 

Padmapada says that the aham (I) is the first adhyasa. 
How is this possible ? The self is essentially pure conciou- 
sness itself. It is devoid of parts and is ‘anandaikara’ (of 
the form of Bliss alone). Ajnana etc. are made possible 
by this consciousness which is the ‘saksin’. They are ‘sak- 
sibhasya’. This‘ajnana’ is the ‘upadana’ for adhy?sa it¬ 
self. As such this ‘ajnanadhyasa’ is anadisiddhi’; yet Pad¬ 
mapada takes up a temporary case of adhyasa and says that 
“the I is the first adyasa”. 

Objection : Just as in the adhyasa of this is silver 
‘we have two entities (Viz. This and silver), similarly if 
‘aham is a case of adhyasa, we require two entities; and 
hence it is apprehended as pure consciousness which is ‘nir— 
amsi’ (partless); we do not find any other ‘amsa’ which is 
‘adbyasta’ or ‘anadhyasta’ 

Reply : The reply will be given later on. 
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Objection : Padmapada speaks next of ‘safiradhysak 
This is impossible since the body is like the ‘ahamkara* ego 
in'being unconscious (jada). We do not apprehend the 
‘antahkarana’ and the sense-organs as having an existence 
apart Trom the self. We even take them to be practi¬ 
cally identical with the self-i.e., we cognise them as c adhy~ 
asta’ on the self. And when there is the ‘atmatattvavabo- 
dha’ their very ‘svarupa’ is lost in the nature of the self. So 
let it be accepted that they are adhyasta on the self in their 
own form and also as ‘samsrsta’ (fused) with the self. As 
regards the body, however, it is apprehended by the sense- 
organs as the ‘this’, and, therefore, not ‘kevalasask- 
vedya.’ Even when the soul leaves the body we fund the 
body to be distinct from the soul and the body has its 
c laya’ (dissolution) in the elements. Hence it is not adhya- 
sta.’ By the ‘this’ we apprehend the ‘karya karana sangli- 
ata’ (causal complex) which is the ‘bhogasadhana* (means 
of experience) of the ‘ahankarta’ (agent). That which is 
said to be mine is distinct from the body and it can not at 
all be adhyasta on the self. Hence we cannot take the 
,this’ and the "mine’ to be cases of adhyasa. 

Reply : The ‘sariradi padrthasvarupa’ (body and sense 
organs) is the object of the self ; and the self is taken a s 
‘samyukta’ (combined) with the doer or karta(doner) bhokta 
(enjoyer) and pramata (knawer) and these distinctions are 
‘mithya kalpitak For such a self there is the body consi¬ 
dered as the karya(effect) bhogya (enjoyed),prameya(object), 
and dvesya (hated) and the body is created only for these 
purposes. That such a body is in itself and by itself mithya 
can be imferred from ‘svapna drstanta’ (example from 
dream). So Padmapada rites- ‘When the ’ahankarta is 
adhyasatmaka, the upakarana 5 (means) too get the same 

7} 
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nature. When I dream myself to be the crowned king or 
when the magician creates a crowned king, the ‘rajyaopa- 
karana’(kingship) does not become real. Thus the ‘yaikvova- 
hara’ (normal activity) which is ‘ahamkartrtva praxnukha’ 
(based on I as doer) and which is c kriya karaka phalatmaka 
(result-oriented) is adhyasta on the self whose nature is 
eternal and pure and partakes of the ought and freedom. 
Hence in order to have the atmanubhava (self-realization) 
of such a Brahman we should have knowledge which dis¬ 
pels the adhyasa ; for adhyasa is the cause of all this c avar- 
tha 5 (evil error). As such the vedanta Mimansa is begun 
with this ends in view’. 

The appearance of the drisya (external) is the avidya 
dhyasa’ on the perceiving self. Only when this is accepted- 
we can have the subject matter and purpose of this sastra ? 
This sastra would explain how the £ brahmatmanubhava*> 
and the ‘bandha nivrtti’ (cessation of bondage) are possible. 
When the ‘visaya* and the ‘prayo jana’ are established we 
arrive at the ‘sastra-rambha kartavyata’ (activity of beginn¬ 
ing the study of this system of philosophy). 

‘From ‘ko 5 yam adhyasarama (what is this adhyasa ?’ 
we have the commentary that establishes ‘adhyasa’. In 
till the beginning of ‘Katham punax avidyavad visayani’ 
(How are these the objects like nescience ?) We have adh¬ 
yasa svarupa’ and ‘adhyasa sambhavana’ (possibility of adh¬ 
yasa). From that sentence we have determining the positive 
character of adhyasa. If this is the division there is no need 
to give adhyasa svarupa and its sambhavana separately; 
for if the svarupa of an entity is not known and if it is 
*asambhavyamana’ (cannot be imagined as possible) you 
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cannot have its ‘nirnaya’. ‘Niraya’ alrady presuppeses its 
eifinition or nature and its possibility. In the absence of 
these two, the ‘nirnaya 5 will become all the more difficult 
of obtaining specially as regards the adhyaksanubhava nir- 
naya 5 

It is the pramana itself which is the object. The odject 
here is ‘adhyasa 5 which is defined as 4 anyasyanyamana ava~ 
bhasah 5 (one appearing on having the nature of another). 
Only after ‘atma sakshatkara every thing becomes ‘asambha- 
vita 5 ; till then everything must be ‘sambhavita 5 (possible)* 
The pramana in establishing adhyasa also establishes that 
adhyasa has a conceivable form having its own place, time 
and upadhi and that it has also its specific and unique form. 
Then why should there be a separate discussion on the defi¬ 
nition and possiblity of adhyasa ? 

But inference and other pramanas give us the valid 
cognition of an object, Later on we enquire about the nat¬ 
ure and possibility of that object. This is generally the case. 
Why can 5 t we say that the same is the case with adhyasa 
also ? 

To this the objector replies that it is very difficult to 
have such a later enquiry which can specify it and distin¬ 
guish it as unique. 

Reply : That the arceiving self is apprehended as 
having the nature of the perceived, is found. This much o^ 
pramana is given later on. 

Further, Avidya is that which is dispelled by know¬ 
ledge ; bhranti has only ‘Pratibhasa matra sarira* (having 
only the form of appearance). Adhyasa involves the unity of 
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the real with the false ; and inithya is *sad asad vilakshana 
(other than the true and the untrue). In view of these dis„ 
tinctions, “it is not possible to establish” the ‘adhyasatma- 
kata’ for those having the ‘aham mamabhimana’ regarding 
the body and senseorgans, by merely piesenting the prama- 
trtva”. 

Objection : The difinition given is the appearance 
of an object as having the nature of another. Since two 
objects are taken as one object here, why can’t we say that 
‘mithyatva’ is established ? 

Reply : It is not through experience alone that we 
can establish it. Tn the world there ie no experience of 
adhyasa like that of the ‘suktirajata 5 or like that of the two 
moons/ 

Objection: When there is the pramana, how can 
yar say that there is no such experience ? 

Reply : Suktirajata etc. are taken to be experiences 
of adhyasa only when they are negated. If there is some¬ 
thing that cannot be sublated, then it is not a ease of adh¬ 
yasa. The self is such an entity. But to show that there is 
the appearance of the not-self superimposed on the self, we 
have pramanas like perception, inference, arthapatti (impli¬ 
cation) and agama (verbal testimoney). 

Objection : The erroneous cognition is sublated 
when freed from the adhyasta. This discrimination is the 
cause of the sublation. In the absence of such a discimi— 
nation we cannot know that the cognition was a case of one 
object appearing as having the nature of another. If there 
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Is no discrimination, the cognition will be that of an object 
appearing as having its own nature. So where is adhyasa ? 
It preupposes discrimination and discrimination is applied 
to adhyasa. 

Reply : “The sublation is not found here” Logica^ 
reasoning gives us a mediated knowledge of discrimination. 
To establish the ‘parasparatmatavabhasa 9 (appearance of 
one in another) we should depend on discrimination. The 
immediate sublation is that which puts an end to the ‘bhra- 
nti pratibhasa 9 . But since there is nothing that puts an end 
to the erroneous cognition, the experience of mithyatva is 
not clear. 

The erroneous cognition which is immediate can be 
sublated by that cognition which also should be immediate. 
And in the absence of the sublation, you cannot establish 
the mithyatva of the cognition. But to have the ‘badhaka 
pratyaya 9 it is not enough to know only the pramana. You 
should know the nature and definition of mithyatva ; and 
this knowledge will tell us how and when it can be sublated^ 
“Hence the definition of adhyasa should be given first; and 
then the possibility of adhyasa in all cases to which this 
definition applies, should be established”. 

Objection : In such a case you can establish adhy¬ 
asa clearly by presenting only the definition and the pra¬ 
mana. And the pramana will conclusively establish its 
possibility and dispel all doubts reparding the possibility. 
As such one need not speak of ‘adhyasa sambhavana 9 ? 

“When the possibility of adhyasa is established or app¬ 
rehended from the pramanas, no doubt can arise regarding 
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this very possibility. And as such nothing need be told, 
again on the question of possibility.” 

Reply : Even though the pramanas have the capacity 
to establish it still we do have experiences where we reject 
as impossible that which is directly and immediately appre¬ 
hended. We have the direct experience of the sukti 
and this has no conceivable "cause. We have also the 
direct experience of the things produced by the magician. 
Yet we reject these as impossible because of the pramanas 
which aid us in drawing our conclusion. 

Objection : Sometimes the pramanas make us accs 
ept the impossible as real as in the movements of the bird- 
in the sky ; at times they make us reject even an immedia¬ 
tely apprehended object as impossible to be there. Now 
when you say that there is the appearance of the not-self 
in the self, which of the above two alternatives does it fail ? 
Since it is something impossible, you can’t say that adhyasa 
is quite possible. 

Now the self is not an object, but the subject. The 
ground and the cohsqeuent must be there io give rise to a 
simple knowledge. In the absence of a ground, you cannot 
have adhyasa. As such we should note that the self is not 
an object. The entire e Karya karana sanghata’ (causal 
series) which is distinct from the percipent is to be explained 
as having the nature of adhyasa ; and this requires ‘kacadi- 
dosas’ in the percipent. Put the self is free from such defe¬ 
ats and is non-relatipnal (asanga). Further there must be a 
similarity between the avayava (parts) of the ground and 
those of the consequent. But the self is free from all attri^ 
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butes and avayavas. Moreover, when the ground appears as 
in itself it really is, adhyasa ceases; and if the ground is alw_ 
ays luminous there is no possibility of adhyasa. The self 
being “niskalanka caitanya” (spotless consciousness), it is 
capable of dispelling all adhyasa. In such a case we are 
not able to imagine any possible defect or cause that can 
give rise to.this vibhrama (illusion)”. 

Further, if we do no apprehend or understand the self 
as the subject, we can’t have any “asambhavana buddhi”, 
(awareness of an impossibility), and if we do understand it 
to be the subject, there does not remain any adhyasa. 

Reply ; The self is the subject; and the ‘asambha¬ 
vana buddhi’ arises from the ‘paroksha avabhasa’ (appear¬ 
ances as external). Only when there is the immediate appre¬ 
hension, adhyasa is dispelled. As such “not only should 
adhyasa be defined, but its possibility too should be establi- 
' shed.” So Samkara proceeds to give the definition, sambha. 
vana, and pramana of adhyasa in a regular sequence, 

Adhyasa Laksana (Definition of Adhyasa). - 

The question is - ‘Ko’ Yamjadhyaso nama” (What is 
adhyasa ?)The word koyam’(What, refers both to a question 
and to a doubt; and both are found here. The word is 
employed with two meanings at the same time. These 
meanings respectively refer to definition and ‘sambhavana’ 
(possibility). But it is only the former that it first taken up 
because to dispel the doubt regarding its possibility we 
should first have a working definition on which the question 
of doubt can be raised. 

The definition is to define ‘adhyasa’; and the word 
to be defined is not found in the difinition given. So we. 
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have to interpret this definition as that of adhyasa, because 
the question begs its definition. 

Objection : Adhyasa is later on stated to be the 
apparanee of one (parasya) having the nature of another 
(Paratra). Then how is it that in the definition we -have 
only one word ‘paratra\ How can it complete the difini- 
tion ? 

Reply . “The word’ paratra (elsewhere) implies nece¬ 
ssarily fi parasy a avabhasamanata’. This word ‘partra’is qua* 
1 e ^ adjective ‘smrti rupah’ (having a form similar 
to that of memory). Smrti or memory is that which is re¬ 
membered. 

Objection : The suffix ‘ghai’ is exployed only in 
avart a . But you are explaining the ‘ghai' in the word 
smurti to refer to an object(Karma) and not to ‘bhava’(be- 


Reply - Panini s’ afhorism ‘asamjnayam apy' states 
plainly that for all the Karakas (declensions) save those of 
the nominative case, we can have the ‘ghai’ both in ‘sanjna’ 
and m -asanjna’ ? J 

whv k^w Cti ?" L If ‘ Smrt1 ’ iS that which is remembered? 
why is there also the word ‘rupa’ attached to ‘smrti’ ? 

Reply : It is intended for comparing that which is 
remembered with that which is not remembered. “sTsmrti 

. A Hiyatjvadin (Prabhakara Mimams.) : What is this 
comparison J This silver is only the remembered “e“ 
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Reply : No, it is not merely the remembered one. 

Objection : But since the eye etc. cannot have a 
contact with such an unreal silver, by a process of elimi¬ 
nation we may say that it is the remembered silver. 

Reply : No. It cannot be the remembered silver sinc e 
“it appears or it is cognised, as being immediately” before 
us”. 


In non-erroneous cognition we have the experience like 
‘this is silver’ and ‘this is a pot’. In such cased the ‘this’ 
is cognised as ‘silver’ or as ‘pot’. The ‘this’ is taken.to be 
necessarily the ‘silver’ or ‘pot’. The ‘this’ and the ’wha* 
are apprehended as ‘samsrshta’(fused) There are notwo enti¬ 
ties cognised as two, but as one. The cognition is imme¬ 
diate and direct. Likewise in the erroneous cognition we 
have the immediate apprehension of the ‘this’ andthe‘what’ 
as ‘samsrishta’. The ‘what’ is not the remembered content 
but the serceived comtent. 

It might be argued that the ‘this’ is immediately cog¬ 
nised ; and that due to non-discrimination the ‘what’ too is 
taken to be immediately cognised. As such there is no 
‘samsarga samvid’ (unified awareness). 

But is it the ‘samsarga samvid’ rejected* because this 
cognition is sublated later on ? or because there is no silver 
in the erroneous cognition ? The former (Pratibhasa vailak- 
sanya) is impossible since the apprehension of the real silver 
involves as much ‘samsarga’ of the ‘this’ and the ‘what’ as 
that of the erroneous silver. In the actual moment of 
apprehension there is no difference and we can not deny the 
‘samsarga samvid’. It cannot be the latter. 

8) 
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How can there be an immediate apprehension in the 
absence of the object ? The ‘artha satta niscaya’ (determi¬ 
ning the being of the object) is dependent upon samvid ava- 
bhasa’ (appearance of awareness). It is not the object which 
makes apprehension possible ; but' it is the apprehension 
which makes the knowledge of the object possible. If the 
tf samvit sattaniscaya* (the being of conscriousness) 
were to be dependent on the ‘artha satta niscaya’,we have to 
find out another ‘niscaya 5 on which does defend the ‘artha 
satta niscaya’.-To avoid this regress we have to assume 
ontological and logical priority of ‘samvit satta’ (being or 
reality of consciousness). 

Objection : But there is a later apprehension (sam- 
vedana) that ‘this is no silver ? Does not this determine the 
absence of the object even during the erroneous cognition ? 

Reply : But prior to this sublation there was an app¬ 
rehension (samvedana) which proves the existence of that 
object which is sublated later. In the later cognition wo 
have ‘this is no silver. The silver which is the this is nega¬ 
ted. It is not mere silver that it negated but the silver which 
is ‘samsrishta’ (fused) with the ‘this’. 

Objection : In the prior cognition we have the app¬ 
rehensions of ‘this’, ‘silver’, and the ‘abhava’ of this silver. 
These are not distinguished likewise ; can't we say that in 
the later cognition too these are not distinguished and. as 
such there is only ‘samsarga samvid abhava’ ? (negation of 
the fused awareness). Since there is ‘vyavahara sambhava 
jnana’ (knowledge which is in agreement with activity) in 
the later congtion, we can say that then alone there is the 
samsarga 5 between the ‘this’ and the ‘silver’. 
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Reply : This would mean that ‘artha samvit sadbhava 
iscaya’ is due to the knowledge of its utility. Though the 
•rabhakara Mimamsaka admits’ samvic Pratyaksatva’(imme- 
.iacy of consciousness) here he argues that ‘samirt’ is known 
hrough something else. It is no longer immediate. This 
5 contrary to their fundamental principales. Even if we 
,dmit that the knowledge of its utility, determines the ‘artha 
amvitsadbhava’, the reality of the former is known again 
hrough another apprehension. In this way the argument 
/ill involve both the regress and the vicious circle. 

There is an objection from one of the followers of the 
advaita) siddhanta’ to the effect that we too maintain the 
ibsence of the object. For we are negating it later on. But 
ts there the absence of the object during the ‘pratibhasa 
amya’ ? (moment of appearance) or later on ? It can not 
>e the former, for the silver is apprehended as existing then, 
n the later cognition we are rejecting the ‘mithyarajata’: 
rnless it existed earlier, we can not negate it later. (This is 
;loser to the view of Bhamati). 

There is real silver in the world outside : and since i 
is not this silver which is apprehended, how can you negate 
it and say that there was, is, or will b.e, no silver ? But there 
is the ‘rajatabhasa prasakti’ and this implies that the real 
silver too is in the mind. As such the negation becomes 
possible. There are the ‘two ‘samvits’ (of the real and 
mithya silver) and that which is said to be non - existing; 
hence in all the three tenses is the real silver as such. Ot 
these two ‘samvits’ why cannot we leave one and thus give 
upthe‘abukikajkalpana’?(assuminga mysterious one)We can¬ 
not do so because during the erroneous cognition we do not 
ave the knowledge of two silvers. If there were this know- 
h 
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ledge, we could easily give up one. When we later on say 
c nasty atrarajatam’we are repeating the existence of real sil¬ 
ver in all the three times. But when we say ‘mithyaivaraja- 
tam abhat’, we are predicating its existence. The 
nisedha’ refers to the empirical silver, and the acceptance 
of the reality of silver during the erroneous cognition refers 

to ‘mayavivartita rupya’ (silver distortedly appearing thro¬ 
ugh maya). 

Objection : Because of the non-discirimiation between 
the knowledge of ‘aprakasa sukti 1 and the memory of sil¬ 
ver, we might say that silver, is apprehended immediately 
(This is Prabhakara’s view). 

Reply : Padmapada replies, it is clear as it is imme¬ 
diately apprehended). The alleged non - discrimination is 
contrary to experience. Even when there is the discrimina¬ 
ting knowledge, there is the ‘pratyabhijna’ (recognition) in 
the form, ‘Till this moment this was silver’, ‘this appeeared 
(abhat). Here the recognition takes the form in which the 
'this 5 is apprehended as ‘samsrista* with the silver. In the 
erroneous cognition the silver is apprehended as ‘samsrgata’ 
with the this which is immediate. And that which is neg¬ 
ated later on is not the meare silver but the ‘this silver’ 
It is this that accounts for the later’ pratyabhigna. Other¬ 
wise the ‘Pratiti (Apprehension)' ought to have been’ that 
(remembered) silver is “avivikta”-(not discriminated) till 
this time ? The this silver’ is the object of experience. 

We can also interpret it differently. It is the knowledge 
of the object (that) that gives rise to the ‘pravrtfi’ with 
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refrence to the object. Thus there is a necessary relation 
between the ‘Padarthajnana’ (apprehension of the ^aspect 
of the object) and ‘tatpravrtii’ (activity there after). Like¬ 
wise here too for the ‘samsagajnana’the condition is ‘samsa- 
rga pravrtti ? We have the ‘pravrtti’ with reference to some¬ 
thing because of the knowledge of that something. And 
one who needs silver (rajatarthi) has his ’pravrtti’ with refe¬ 
rence to the ‘this’. Hence knowing that the immediately 
present object is silver, he proceeds. This is the meaning 
of Padmapada’s statement. 

Since the silver is apprehended as immediate and dir¬ 
ect, how can we say that the silver has the form similar to 
that which is remembered ? To this Padmapada says 
, purvadrstava bhasah” (appearence of what was seen before) 
is the ‘upapatti’ given for ‘smriti rupatva’. But it is the 
‘‘sukty avidya” (avidya concering the mother of pearl) that 
at once brings into immediate and direct existense the sil¬ 
ver. If so how can we speak of it as ‘purvadrsta’ ? Th e 
reply is that it is similar to that which was seen before, 
he silver was not seen earlier. There cannot be ‘rajata- 
vabhasa’ (appearance of silver) when we cognise the ‘sukti’_ 

So far we have considered ‘adhyasa’ as ‘smaryamana 
sadrsah anyatra anyatmana avabhasamanah’ (that which is 
similar to the remembered appearing else where as the form 
of the object). This accounts only for the superimposition 
of the object. Padmapada now begins to explain the defi¬ 
nition with reference to ‘jnanadhyasa’ also. But when we 
admit one of these ‘adhyasas’, the other too is automatically 
implied. As such why should there be a separate explana-. 
tion tor jnanadhyasa’ (super inpositian of the cognition) 



62 


Panchapadika 


Even though when one of the two adhyasas is establi¬ 
shed, the other too is implicitly established, yet the definition 
of ’arthadhyasa’ cannot cover the cases of ‘jnanadhyasak 
Hence a separate explanation is given. 

But when the ‘jnana’ or knowledge which is ‘arthavisi. 
sta 5 (qualified by the object) is taken to be a case of ‘adhya- 
sa’, then an object appearing as having the nature of ano¬ 
ther object becomes a case of ‘adhyasak Here it becomes 
‘smriti samana’ (equivalent to memory). Thus Padmapada 
says; ‘‘The expression ‘smrti rupaly in the definition means 
that which has a form similar to the form of memory. It 
is not really a case of memory. Any case of memory requi¬ 
res a prior perception. This perception creates a ‘samskara’ 
(impression) in the mind. Since the erroneous silver is not 
apprehended as that which was seen earlier, we cannot take 
it to be a case of memory, but one having ‘smrti rupatrvak 
This is possible because it has come into existence due to 
he ‘samskara’ of a prior perception (Pramana) or existence. 
How can it be ‘samskara gayyam arising from an impression 
When we deny‘smrititva’ (having the nature of memory) 
to it ? We deny ‘smrtitva 9 because we do not apprehend it 
as having ‘smrtirupa’ and yet we cannot apprehend it so if 
there were no such ‘samskara.” 

Objection : If we deny ‘smrititva’ to the cognition, 
we can not take it to be due to the ‘samskaxa’. It cannot 
be ‘samskaxajanya because it does not have ‘smrtirupa’. if 
it is not a case of memory, it is a case of ‘bhranti’ and like 
the preceptual knowledge it is not ‘purvanubhavajanya’. 

Reply : By the method of agreement and difference 
we conclude that this cognition too is the result (janya) o f 
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our prior experiences. In all those apprehensions where 
there is no ‘caksusamprayaoga’ (contact of the eye) with 
the object in all cases of erroneous cognition- we can- 
elude that this is made possible only by the impressions of 
our previous evpriences. 

AKHYATI (Nature of erroneous cognition according 
to Prabhakara). 

Objection: Let us admit that an erroneous cogni¬ 
tion is due to this ‘samskara’. Then the sense organ is in 
contact with one object rnd there is the knowledge of some 
other object immediately. This can be only c smrti\ and 
any knowledge which is mediated by c smrti\ is called infe¬ 
rence etc. Thus knowledge arises only in two ways-experi- 
ence or ‘Anubhava’ (which is always true or Yathartha) and 
<smrti’ (memory). There can be no third type called‘mithya’ 
jnana. 

Padmapada states this view thus : “When the eye is in 
contact with one object and there is the knowledge of ano¬ 
ther object, we have only c smriti\ In erroneous cognition 
the ‘smaxanabhimana’ is suppressed (pramrishta). Due to 
some specific ‘dosha’or other the sense organs which are the 
causes of knowledge come to have the c smriti sam udbodha’ 
(awakening of the memory)of some one specific object. The 
‘dosha’ does not allow the sense organ which is in contact 
with the object to be the cause of ‘Visesha pratibhasa 
hetu’ (cause of a specific appearance). Mainly due to the 
‘dosha’ of the sense organ we are unable to distinguish bet¬ 
ween f he perceived content and the remembered content 
which are ‘nirantarotpanna’ (arising without an interval). 
Just as two trees which are far away areapprehended as one. 
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so here both the apprehensions axe taken to constitute a 
single apprehension. This is the ‘uptanna bhrama” (emer¬ 
ging illusion). 

When we see the ‘gavaya’ and remember the cow, the 
cowness is given up and only its similarity with the ‘gavaya’ 
is taken note of. From the perceived ‘gavaya’ the ‘cow’ is 
distinguished and we have the experience that T remember’. 

So if there is c smriti s in the erroneous cognition, it should 
be like this. To this the reply of the Prabhakara is that 
memory is suppressed ( e Pramrishta’). 

Why do we remember silver when we perceive ‘sukti’ ? 
Because of similarity between the two. Then since there is 
the greatest similarity with another ‘sukti’, why don’t we 
remember another ‘sukti’ ? To this the reply assumes some 
defect or other in the sense-organ. 

Let there not be the discrimination of the object be¬ 
cause of the suppression of memory. But the perceived 
object distinguishes itself from the remembered. This too 
cannot be accepted for the ‘dosha’ does not allow the sense 
organ (which is in contact with the object) to be the wise- 
sha pratibhasa hetu\ 

But it is said that there is memory and then perception. 
These two do not come at the same time, but one after the 
other. Then the prior knowledge is ‘vyavahita’ (has an 
interval) and as such cannot bring about the ‘pravritti’. 
There is no ‘pravritti’ because of ‘samanya jnana’ (general 
knowledge) alone (idam) or because of ‘Visesha jnana’ (par¬ 
ticular kowledge) alone (rajatam). It ought to require both. 
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To this the reply is : “Mainly due to the ‘dosha’ of the 
sense organ we are unable to distinguish between the per¬ 
ceived content and the remembered content which are *nira- 
ntar otpanna (successive)”. It is the ‘Nirantorotpatti’ alone 
which is the cause of ‘pravritti’. 

But we do have the experience that this is silver ? Here 
we do recognise (pratyabhijna) the ‘samsarga pratyaya’ (pri¬ 
nciple of relation) between the this and the silver. The reply 
given is that the ‘ekatva’ (oneness) itself is the ‘bhrama’. 

Another objection to ‘akhyati’ is stated by Padmapada. 
The experience of the past life is not remembered. Now 
the child who cannot and does not remember the experience 
of its past life takes for the first time some thing that i s 
sour. And yet it has the experience of sourness and appre" 
hends it as sour. How is this possible ? The reply is that 
it was experienced in the past life. Otherwise, the child 
ought to have apprehended not any one of the six ‘rasas’, 
but a seventh one. How is it that only .a part of the pas* 
experience is remembered, not the whole ? Because of the 
‘doshabala’ (strength of the defect). Then how is it that 
the ‘dosha’ does not make the whole of the past experience 
remembered ? The reply is ‘Kaarya gamyatvaad hetu bhaa- 
vasya’ (the cause is apprehended from the effect). That 
which is to be remembered in the act of taking in the sour? 
is only sourness. 

But if we don’t accept that there is ‘ayathaartha jnaana* 
(untrue knowledge) also, there will be ‘siddhaanta kshati’ 
(destruction of the theory) for the Praabhaakara. The ‘saa-* 
strakaara’ (Saankhya system whose cosmology etc. is acce- 

9) 
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pted by Prabhaakara) defines ,ayathaartha jnaana’ as *ata- 
ttve tattva jnanam’ (knowledge of the real in the unreal). 
Then how can Praabhaakara reject it ? 

The reply given is that that statement has a reference 
only to;‘vyavahaara’, and that ‘samsarga bhrama’ is really a 
case of the suppression of the knowledge of memory. And 
instead of assuming ‘samsarga jnaana’ as the cause of the 
erroneous cognition, it is easier to assume ‘akhyaati’. 

Criticism of Akhyaati theory. 

What is ‘akhyaati’ ? It cannot be the mere negation or 
absence (abhava) of knowledge (khyati), for it is accepted 
to be a form of knowledge. And all cases of the absence 
of knowledge are not cases of ‘bhrama* (illusion). 

When a person has ‘pravritti’ (activity) with reference 
to one object, there arises a knowledge which is the cause 
of ‘pravritti’ for another object. Can’t this be the defini¬ 
tion of ‘akhyaati’ ? Then there are cognitions where we 
have objects with reference to which there is no ‘pravritti’ 
and no quick sublation too. How can we treat them as 
cases of ‘bhraanti’ ? 

Objection : The absence of discrimination between 
the knowledges of many ‘padaaxthas’ (objects) may be taken 
to be ‘bhraanti’. 

Reply : Take the cognition ‘this is silver’. The'this’ 
is not a synonym of ‘silver’. There are two words and the 
two are clearly distinguished because they are not synonyms. 
Further there is admitted to be also memory. Hence we 
cannot say that here we have ‘bhrama’ arising out of the 
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non - discrimination between the ‘saamanya’ (idam) and 
‘visesha’ (rajatam). The Praabhaakara admits the know¬ 
ledge of difference between the ‘this’ and the silver ; and 
when he cannot recognise that this is only one knowledge, 
he cannot plead for the non - discrimination between the 
‘saamaanya’ and the ‘viseshak Further is this difference 
the nature of the ‘padaartha’ ? Or its property ? It cannot 
be the f ormer ; for when the Padaartha is apprehended, its 
‘bheda’ (difference) too is apprehended and then there is no 
‘aviveka’ (non-discrimination). Regarding the second alter¬ 
native it might be argued that ‘bheda’ can manifest itself as 
mutual exclusion, or as the apprehension that there are two 
or more knowledges ; and only when we have the specific 
knowledge that the terms are mutually exclusive or that they 
are two, we have ‘viveka’ (discrimination). 

Even this is not possible. Take the sentence ‘bring the 
cow with the stick’. Here the cow is in the accusativa case 
and the stick is in the instrumental. Their Karakas (decl¬ 
ensional suffixes)are different. And the cow is also distinct 
from the stick. And if we were to apply their definition of 
‘viveka’ to this statement, this would become a case of 
‘aviveka bhramak 

Objection : But even there we have the know¬ 
ledge of difference in an implicit form. 

Reply : Then in 'this is silver’, since the words are 
not synonymous’ we have to accept the implicit difference; 
and then it cannot be a case of error arising from non¬ 
discrimination. Otherwise, there must be the non-apprehe¬ 
nsion of the distinction (viveka) between the ‘viseshakaara* 
(particular) and the ‘saamaanya kara’ (general) and then the 
cognition ought to be only ‘this is’ or ‘silver is’, and never 
<this is silver’. 
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Is there non-discrimination between the objects which 
are ‘bhaasamaanas’ (appearing entities) ? or objects which 
are not ‘bhasamanas’ ? It cannot be the former. It cannot 
be the ‘aviveka 5 between the ‘pratiiyamaanaakaras’ (appre- 
handed forms) since there is the apprehension of distinct¬ 
ion arising from the rejection of synonymity. Nor can it be 
the latter since in deep sleep too 'there is the non-discrimi¬ 
nation between the ‘apratiiyamaana akaras’ (unapprehended 
forms). Hence non-discrimination cannot be a case of 
‘bhrama’. 

It has been said earlier that ‘bhrama’ is ‘aviviktaaneka 
padaartha jnaana maatram’ (mere knowledge of the undis¬ 
criminated plurality). Is this an explanation of erroneous 
cognition ? Or is error (‘bhrama’), ‘grahauna smarannaa- 
tmaka’ (apprehension and memory) ? Or is it ‘samsarga 
jnaana asamsakritatva vishesham’ (not cooperated by a rela¬ 
tional cognition) ? There is the knowledge of ‘sukti’ which 
is the ‘adhishthaana’ of ‘rajata’, and the c sukti’ totally 
excludes the silver. Is error then ‘anadhikara natva visesh- 
itam’ (that which has no ground or basis) ? Of these alter¬ 
natives, let us take the first which involves ,;‘ativyaapti’ 
(applying to those to which it cannot apply). Take the 
sentence ‘Khando gauh\ Here are two ‘pratyayas’ (terms) 
which are not only not discriminated, but related. This 
does not make this apprehension erroneous. 

We cannot take up the second alternative and say that 
error is the non-discrimination between perceptual and me¬ 
mory apprehensions. For in -‘aham manushyah’, we have 
this non-discrimination between two perceived contents; 
and yet it is a case of error. 

We cannot admit the third alternative and say there is 
only ‘samsarga jnaana’ (relational cognition in ‘samanya 
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viseshe’ (general and particular ede,, for, where we do not 
distinguish the knowledge of the various ‘padaarthas’, we 
may have to recognise error. And in ‘samsarga jnaana’ 
there is no such discrimination. Further, there cannot be 
even a ‘samsarga pratyaya’, for the ‘aalambana’ (support or 
basis) which is required in ‘samsarga’ is taken to be absent 
in the erroneus cognition, We cannot say that for ‘samsa- 
rga pratyaya’ there is, lhe ‘aalambana’ in ‘guna guny adl 
sambandha’ (relation between quality and ubtance and 
so on); for in the cnse of recognition, there is ‘aikyaalam- 
bana’ (identical ground). Like the '‘gunagunyaadi samba¬ 
ndha’ we can say that even the relationship of similarity can 
be the ‘aalambana’ in the cognition ‘this is silver’. 

Let us take the fourth alternative. In the theory of 
‘akhyaati’ that which sublates the error is the knowledge of 
discrimination. The object of this ‘baadhaka jnaana’ (sub- 
lating cogrition) is the silver which totally excludes or neg¬ 
ates the ‘ssukti’ that is its ‘adhikarana (locus). But in ‘this 
is silver’, the ‘this’ is the ‘saamanya ’ and it is distin- 
gui shed from the ‘silver’ which is the ‘visesha’ (particular). 
Now in‘ghatasya sliuklatvam (whiteness of the pot) the pos- 
sessiva case clearly shows the difference of the pot from its 
whiteness. The same ‘viveka’ is obtainable even in ‘this is 
silver’; and both will have to stand on the same level. 

When we say that error is the failure to distinguish 
between perception and memory, there is another defect. 
Why can’t we say that the perceived content is capable of 
making the remembered silver give up its specific content of 
silverness? ; and thus, why can’t it distinguish itself from 
the perceived ? One might reply that this is because there 
is no ‘visesha darshana’ (perceptual apprhention of the par- 
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ticular or difference). But if the merely perceived ‘shukti’ 
is different from silver, then the ‘visesha’ implied by the 
difference will be the ‘adharmy aakaara’, or the form of 
suktiy, or the ‘pratiyogy aakaara’ or its opposite the rajata, 
and none other. And thus the ‘bhedaakaara* (different 
form) which is perceived ought to be apprehended distinc¬ 
tly (viviktah). 

Is the ‘bhedajnaana’ merely the knowledge of the c dlraa 
rmi pratiyogi’ the contradictory of the locus whice is rajat- 
Then the ‘dharmi pratiyogi jnaana, (knowledge of the contr¬ 
adictory of the locus) is the knowledge of difference; there 
is on the one hand this knowledge, and on the other, both 
the ‘dharmi’ and its c pratiyogin are known. Then even the 
difference ought to be apprehended distinctly. 

Let us admit that both the ‘dharmi’ and its ‘pratiyogi’ 
are apprehended (perceived). They are mutually exclusive 
and as such these two make us apprehend a third called 
difference. Then prior to our apprehension of the differe¬ 
nce there is the apprehension of the two terms, the this and 
the silver. Then before we perceive the difference, these 
two are undistinguished and as such it will be a case of 
‘bhrama’. All knowledge then will be ‘bhrama jnaana’. 

You cannot say that in mere apprehension as such 
there is no difference of the sukti from silver; for, then we 
have the knowledge of the identity of the this with the sil¬ 
ver. And ‘samsarga jnaana 5 will have to be the ‘aalam- 
bana’. 

Now let us examine ‘smritT after ‘grahanaV We per¬ 
ceive the ‘gavaya’ and observe its similarity with the cow 
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which is remembered. Here the difference of the ‘gavaya* 
is suppressed and its identity alone is takea inte account. 
Likewise^ the perceived ‘sukti’ can give up its specific diffe¬ 
rence and yield only its iddentity with silver. It might be 
replied that the ‘smaranaabhimaana’ is suppressed. 

What is this ‘smaranaabhimaana’ ? This cannot be 
*smriti\ for when memory is suppressed, there is the possi¬ 
bility of the very absence of knowledge. 

You cannot say that "smaranaabhimaana" is different 
from memory; for when that which is dfferent from mem¬ 
ory is suppressed 6 how cen the full knowledge that has ari¬ 
sen, to bring about the discrimination in its objects ? 
There cannot be a ‘smaranaahimaana’ which is not ‘smriti\ 

Objection : That which involves the space and time 
of the previous experience, or that which is referred to as 
‘that’ (sah ity aakarena) may be called ‘smarnabhimana\ 

Reply : Padmapaada says ; “Nn tavaj jnanunuvidd- 
hataya grahanam” It connot be apprehended as united with 
cognition. Now in the "case of error arising out of recogni¬ 
tion we apprehend the *this’ as the ‘that* and we are aiso 
aware of remembering the time and place of the earlier 
cognition. With all these apprehensions, we are unable to 
distinguish the ‘that’ from the perceived 6 this\ 

Further, the ‘sambheda’ (unity) of the past experience 
does not take place when we are remebering. And Padma¬ 
paada says that 6 ‘the knowledge acquired in the past cannot 
become an object now by being 'The adjective of the percei¬ 
ved.” The past knowledge is capable of giviag rise to the 
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"smriti samskaara’ for the object. This knowledge cannot 
be an object to itself, for the previous knowledge has only 
an object as its object. Knowledge has an object other 
than itself, and it cannot be its own object. With reference 
to that object which was not an object in the previous kno¬ 
wledge, there cannot arise any memory which is "tat sams¬ 
kaara janya’ (arising from that impression) Experience and 
its memory do have only the same identical object. The 
"samskaara’ that came in to existence by the mere experie¬ 
nce alone does not have the power to give rise to "Visista 
smriti (specifi memary) Hence the memory whiah is a pro- 
duct of that experience has the same object. It is‘artha 
matra visaya’ (merel having an object). Hence memory 
which arises from the knowledge of "artha matra vishaya’ 
can have only the "artha maatra* as its object. It cannot 
have as its object that knowledge which was not the object 
of the previous knowledge. Otherwise from the apprehen¬ 
sion of the blue thing we may have to obtain the memory!; 
of the yellow thing. 

Objection : Take the cognitions, "this pot is known’ 
and "I remember this known pot’. In the first, ‘the object 
is the pot; and in the second the object is the known pot 
or the knowledge of the pot. Here we do find that the 
knowledge which is not an object in the second Thus, 
has not knowledge become its own object ? Is this not a fact 
of our experience ? 

Reply : Yes. In the previous experience ths object 
is cognised and thus arises a property (according to the 
Mimaansakaas) called ‘jnaatataa’ (known-ness) in the obiect 
and it is known. Due to this "hetu’ (reason) called "jnaa- 
tataa 1 we are able to infer its cause, viz. knowledge which 
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is 'aatmaasraya’ (dependent on the self). The ‘samskaara ' 
of this inferential knowledge gives rise to memory which 
makes us apprehend the object experienced. The memory 
of the object is determined only by the apprehension of the 
object. The knowledge of the object has its object in the 
memory that arises from the earlier cognition. Thus the 
knowledge ‘this is a pot’ has its own specific memory where 
the object is memory. On the other hand the knowledge 
‘■'jnaato ghatah’ (the pot is known) has its memory ‘jnaatam 
ghatam aham smaraami’ (I remember the known pot). This 
memory cannot come in the first cognition. Each cognition 
has its own specific memory attached to it. 

First we have the memory of the object. After thi s 
there may arise another memory which takes the form *1 
remember the pot that is known’. The latter arises after 
the former, and it has its own specific object. But that 
which is present in the erroneous cognition is the memory 
of the object as indistinguishable from perception. It is 
not the latter one. As such Padmapaada states, ‘‘memory 
apprehends the object in itself, and ^not the object along 
with the knowledge of the object”. Only that much of the 
object as such, or that much of the object along with its 
knowledge as was the object of the previous knowledge, is 
made manifest (avabhaasayati) by memory. It does not 
make manifest the knowledge which is its basis and source. 

From the mere knowledge of the object there arises a 
‘samskaara’ because of which we have memory. This obj¬ 
ect is purely or merely an object. Any other object is a 
qualified or specific object. The memory of the object is 
‘axtha maatra vishayak This is explained in another way* 

10 ) 
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By the memory of the object we mean that ‘pratyaya’ 
which arises from the ‘samskaara’ that comes from the 
knowledge of the object as such. And that ‘pratyaya’which 
arises from the ‘samskaara’ that comes inferentially or 
mediately is called ‘smrityantara’ (followed by memory). Is 
‘jnaatam ghatam smaraami’ (I remember the known pot) a 
case of ‘artha smriti’ ? or a case of ‘smrity antara’ ? How 
to distinguish here ? To this Padmapaada says : “While we 
go through the words in a sentence, each word gives us its 
meaning. But this meaning remains as a remembered con¬ 
tent till we come to the end of the sentence. When we have 
the ‘Padaartha smriti’ from the word we do not find ‘Jnana 
Sambheda’ (Jnananu viddhatva=being together with know¬ 
ledge) ; for even knowledge is dependent on ‘Sabdarthatva’. 

The Statement of Purvapaksha : 

We want to know the meaning of a sentence and we 
come to the end of the sentence word by word in a regular 
order. Then in this process there arises the knowledge of 
that which refers to the meaning of the words. Thus there 
axe as many jnanas as there are words. Each word has its 
meaning and a specific jnana. As the related or appropri¬ 
ate word is apprehended, these jnanas come to have “Sam- 
bandhy antaratha Vishayah’. Their objects are other rela¬ 
ted ones. And these are retained and are called ‘smriti’- 
So much is common ground for both the schools of Purva 
Mimamsa (of Kumarila and Prabhakara). 

Objection : The apprahension of the word is said to 
give rise to the memory of the meaning. Now, what is the 
relation of the word to its meaning ? 
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Reply: This relationship maybe said to be of the 
nature of having the ability to give rise to ‘artha buddhi’ 
(apprehension of meaning). 

Objection : Is it of the nature of having the ability 
to give rise to memory? Or is it something different ? 

Reply : It is not something different since the words 
can ,ot and do not give rise to anything different from 
‘Smriti’ in their ‘padarthamsas’. 

The relationship between the word and its meaning, 
we have said, is capable of giving rise to smriti. Is this 
ability given to a known relationship ? Or to an unknown 
one ? When a thing is said to be capable of producing 
something, this ability is apprehended only through the 
product or the effect. Thus when there is memory, from 
this we can apprehend the capability or power (samarthya) 
of the word. Then to say that memory arises when this 
ability is known, is arguing in a circle. We cannot argue 
that memory arises from the ability of another memory# 
since this leads to a regress. This ability cannot be attri¬ 
buted even to an unknown relationship, for even the igno¬ 
rant ones must then be able to understand the meanings of 
the words as soon as they hear the wcrds. Thus in any way 
it is difficult to explain “Smriti Janana Samarthya laksh. 
ana” (nature of being able to give rise to memory). Memory 
cannot arise purely from the ‘smriti janana samarthya 
sambandha’. 

Further, there is another defect. When A and B are 
similar to one another (sadrisyadi sambandha), the percep. 
tion of the one will bring the other to memory. Here in 
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the case of the word and Jits meaning there is no relation¬ 
ship of similarity etc; and as such we cannot say that the 
word gives rise to the memory of the meaning. 

Answer to this Furvapaksa : 

The ability to give rise to memory is said to be the rela¬ 
tionship between the word and its meaning. Only when this 
relationship is known, it becomes ‘arthabodhaka’ (cause of 
the apprehension of meaning). The samskara arises from 
the knowledge of the relationship. Even if the ‘samskara’ 
is not apprehended, the ‘axtha bodhakata’ is admitted. Even 
though the ‘samskara’ is always there, we cannot say that 
there is always memory, for it is admitted that the ‘smriti 
hetu’ is the ‘samskara’ that is aroused from the percption of 
the word. Thus both the ‘sambandha jnana samskara 5 
and sabda darsana constitute the ‘smriti hetu’ 

The knowledge of the word as qualified by its relation¬ 
ship with the meaning cannot be the cause of the memory 
(in giving rise to the apprehension of the meaning) If this 
were not so, the ability to give rise to memory wi*l have to 
be determined by this ‘vaisishtya’ 4 (speciality). Then the 
vaisishtya is one relationship and this would require another 
relation with memory. Further, when we apprehend the 
word as qualified by its relation with its meaning, we can¬ 
not say that the word is the cause of memory, for in the 
apprehension of such a word, the meaning is already known 
since the Mord is apprehended as qualified by its relation to 
its meaning. Thus even before the ‘smriti’ (which is said 
to give us the meaning), the meaning is known. 

It has been said that since the peiception of a related 
entity (sambandhi) is capable of giving us the memory of 
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another related entity, we have ‘sadrisyadi sambandhy an- 
tara’. A ‘samarthya sambandha’ which, does not involve 
any ‘sambandhantara (another relationship), has the pro¬ 
perty of ‘smarakatva (being remembered). Does it mean 
that elsewhere tco the same thing holds good ? Or since 
elsewhere the ‘samarthya’ involves the relationships like 
similarity, do we try to establish’ sadrisyapekshatva’ ? Or 
do we say that since there is no original relationship, there 
is only the ‘anutpatti’ (non-emerance) of ‘buddhi’ ? The 
first two alternatives are at first rejected. 

Similarity and other relationships do not have the po¬ 
wer to give rise to memory (and thus make us apprehend 
the meaning of the word). That the ‘samarthya sambandha’ 
can make us apprehend the meaning of the word, is not 
opposed to its nature. This cannot be rejected. That the 
original relationships like similarity etc., have the property 
of ‘smarakatva’ can be proved by agreement and difference. 
We cannot speak of ‘samarthya rupatva’ with reference to 
these. And this makes the first alternative untenable. 

Regarding the second alternative we say : The original 
relationships like similarity etc., can give the awareness of 
‘arthantara’ (another meaning) because of ‘samarthya sam¬ 
bandha’ since there is no 'buddhi samarthya eakshanantara’ 
'Buddhi Samarthya Lakshana’ means that which can give 
the awareness of ‘arthantaratvam’, asamkirnatvam’, ‘sabda 
samarthyena sahaanavasthitatvam, (another meaning, non¬ 
confusion, non-co-existence because of the power of the 
word). 

Even though this memory is of a different object when 
we have the relationship like similarity, yet in the present 
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context we cannot assume a mw relationship since it is 
mpossible and unnecessary. 

If we refuse to admit that the ability to give rise to 
memory (that enables us to apprehend 'the meaning) does 
give us the meaning of the word, then it is a self contradic¬ 
tory statement. This is how the Buddhists argue. 

. Regarding the third alternative we say : Does this alter¬ 
native seek to maintain ‘buddhy anutpatti’ (non emergence 
of cognition) through the ‘samarthya’ by accepting the c bu- 
ddhi samarthya’ of word ? or does it deny the very e samar- 
thya’ ? But when there is ‘buddhi samarthya’ for words, it 
is self contradictory to argue ‘buddhy anutpatti*. The second 
alternative cannot be maintained for the word has the abil¬ 
ity to give rise to an apprehension (buddhijanana samar¬ 
thya"). As such it is maintained that a word has the abi¬ 
lity to give rise to memory which gives us the meaning of 
the word. From the words we get the memories and these 
in their turn give meanings. The ‘sambandhi darsana’ and 
‘sambandhyantara smarana’ are ‘sambandha siddha’ for the 
word and its meaning. And when one is perceived, the 
other is re-membered. It has been said that like the memory 
of ‘padartha’, even the other memory does not involve any 
relationship with jnana. Here the author begins to doubt 
'drishtanta asampratipatti’ (fallacious analogy). He asks, 
where then is the absence or negation of the integration of 
knowledge (jnana sambhanda) ? Padmapada says, ‘jnana- 
syapi sabdarthtva prasangatVAs explained in Tattvadar- 
pana, ‘Sabdasya Sakti bheda Kalpana prasangad artha 
malra vishayatvam yuktam’. The word refers to its meanx- 
ing. The power of the word brings about a relation bet¬ 
ween the meaning and memory ; and even knowledge nece“ 
ssarily involves ‘sabdarthatva prasanga*. 
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, Objection : Smaranabhimana may be interpreted 
as 'smaranagato dharmah’ (quality present in memory) and 
not as ‘smaryagato dharmah’ (quality in the remembered). 
Just as in triangularity we find a specific ‘Avagata visesha 
(inherent feature) so in (smritijnana) too we have a specific 
property and this is ‘smaranabhimana’. 

This is an internal property and hence is necessarily 
involved whenever the object having it is taken into consi¬ 
deration. 

Reply : Padmapada denies this by saying that we do 
not apprehend a new and distinct form called ‘smaranabh¬ 
imana’ as the ‘avagata’ or internal property of knowledge; 
this property is not perceptually cognised. Nor is it infer- 
entially cognised. Sabara, therefore says, that we have to 
infer the ‘buddhi’ as ‘anakara’ by which is meant ‘anirupita 
akara visesha’ or ‘anirdishta svalakshana’ (indeterminate 
form). 

Objection : That ‘smaranabhimana’ is some speci¬ 
fic internal feature of ‘smriti jnana’ can be maintained 
inferentially. ‘Vyapara visesha’ can make us infer ‘vyapaka 
visesha’ (pervasive feature). From ‘linga visesha’ (specific 
cause) we can have’ hetu viseshanumaana (inference of 
a specific reason. 

According to the Mimansaka, knowledge is always 
inferred. And in inference from a perceived object we can 
infer that which is necessarily related to it. Further, from 
the effect of a perceived entity, we can infer the cause of 
the inferred entity. Thus for example from the sweet fra¬ 
grance coming from a smoke (linga visesha) we infer that 
there is a tree having fragrant wood (hetu visesha). 
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Reply : What is Tinga visesha’ ? Is it a ‘grahya vise- 
sha” ? Or a ‘phala visesha’ (specific result) ? It cannot be 
the former, for there is no invariable rule that only the 
pramana grahya (apprehended through pramana) is appre¬ 
hended by memory. The internal property must be direc¬ 
tly apprehended when the object is being cognised. We 
cannot bring in the ‘ayam’ (this) in recognition and the 
‘sail’ (that) in memory as maintaining this rule; for space 
and time are apprehended mediately and also immediately, 
and this does not constitute a difference in the object. 


It cannot be a‘phala visesha’ also, for this is unproven. 
Phala visesha means that which referes to the object. Acc¬ 
ording to the Mimansakas it is jnatata which is the ‘phala’ 
of perception; and according to the Nyaya system, it is 
‘anuvyavasaya 5 in the form T know that this is a pot’. The 
phala visesha is conditioned by the difference in the object; 
and there is no difference in the object between the ‘Pra¬ 
mana phala 5 and ‘Smriti phala’. 


Ohjecti on : There is the knowledge that I remember 
( smarami’). This may be taken to be ‘smaranabhimana’. 

tak : p admapada observes ; any knowledge that 

kesthe form‘I remember that...’, arises at times with 
lence to the object and also with reference to the time , 
a n not every where; and the experience ‘I remember’ is* 
apprehended by the explicit mention of the word ‘smarami’- 
as such this cannot be a cause for its non-discrimination 
from perception. The ‘I remember’ is a specific immediate 
experience which involves ‘smarya’ ‘smarta’ and smriti' 
(remembered, one who remembers and memory). It may be 
taken to be inferential knowledge involving these three 
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factors, In either theory, it is not the ‘I remember’, that 
distinguishes memory from perception. To have the expe¬ 
rience T remember’, I should know all ready that it is a 
case of memory; otherwise I cannot say T remember’. To 
know that it is a case of memory I should know that the 
other experience is a perceptual one involving ‘grahya’, 
‘grihita’ and ‘grahana’. [^'(apprehended object, one who 
apprechends, and apprehension), Even prior to the memory 
I should know that there is a perceptual experience which 
differs from this memory experience. Therefore I cannot 
have either the immediate experience of memory which is 
distinct from the perceptual one, or the inferential cogni¬ 
tion of memory which is distinct from the inferred knowl¬ 
edge of perception. I cannot have this or that unless I cog¬ 
nise that this experience or that cognition differs from its 
perceptual correlate. 

For, the T remember’ and the T infer’ are determined 
by the apprehention of the specific meaning of the given. 
Hence even before I have the experience of C I remember’ 

I should be knowing the difference between perception and 
memory. I cannot bring in the T remember’ as pointing 
out the difference to me for the first time. 

Objection : Both experience and the memory there¬ 
of have the same object |and yet that they differ is well 
known. What is this difference ? 

Reply : Padmapada says that memory arises from the 
‘samskara’ of the earlier experience; and the function of 
memory is only to make manifest the object. 

11) 
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This ‘samskara samutthatva’ (emergence of the impre¬ 
ssion) is common to both experience and memory. But in 
memory it is the mere ‘samskara’ that brings fourth the 
awareness of the object; whereas in perception there is also 
the contact of the object with the sense organ. Even though 
they have an identical object, they have different causes. 

Do fi smriti jnana’ and ‘jnananumana’ (remembered 
knowledge and inferred one) differ because of a difference 
in their objects ? Or because of a difference in their resp¬ 
ective causes ? Or because one takes the form of a refere¬ 
nce to ‘that’ (which was experienced) and the other does not 
to do so ? 

Since both have the same object which gives knowle¬ 
dge, the first alternative is to be rejected. Since both are 
based upon the same ‘samskara’ we cannot admit of any 
difference in their respective causes. 

Then there remains the third alternative. Memory is 
said to have the form of reference to that (‘sa ity akaralT). 
What is this ‘sa ity akarah’ ? Does this mean the object as 
qualified by the place and time which are not the here and 
the now ? Or does it mean the integration of the previous 
experience ? Does it mean that which has arisen from the 
‘samskara’ of the previous experience ? The first alterna¬ 
tive is common also to inference which too involves the 
place and time which are fi paroksha’ (not innediate o r 
direct.) 

Regarding the second alternative, we have to ask whe¬ 
ther it is the integration of the mere previous experience ? 
Or is it the integration of that knowledge which is its cause? 
The former is common also to ‘jnananumana’ (inferential 
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knowledge) while the latter is common also to the knowle¬ 
dge that arises from a ‘paurusheya vakya’-(human uttera¬ 
nce). Take the sentence, ‘there are flowers on the bahks of 
the river’. From this we get the apprehension of the 
knowledge about the flowers which are on the banks of the 
river. As such here too we have the integration of the 
knowledge which is its cause. This second alternative can¬ 
not constitute a difference between ‘smriti jnana’ and 
‘jnananumana’. 

Hence we have to admit that c sa ity akarah’ means ' 
that which arises "from the ‘samskara’. Then we have to 
recognise that memory is different from jnananumana in 
so far as the former arises only from the ‘samskara’. 
Padmapada rejects this argument and observes 6 ‘‘in order 
to assume the suppression of any entity due to ‘dosha’ 
there ought to be an additional something in the cognition. 
This additional something is not to be found either in the 
apprehension (pratiti) or in the object (artha)”* 

Now, take dream cognition. Is it a case of error where 
there is non-discrimination between two perceived entities ? 
Or between a perceived enttiity and a remembered one ? Or 
between two remembered entities ? The cognition of blue 
cannot be different from the cognising self. And since we 
do not cognise the blue that is different from the self, the 
first alternative stands rejected. In the cognition of blue, 
since the blue is not different from the sell, we may have to 
say T am blue’ and this is absurd. The 1 JV is immediately 
apprehended and the ‘blue’ is the remembered entity. The 
non-discrimination between the two is there. Since the per¬ 
ceived is not discriminated from the remembered, the latter 
becomes immediate (‘aparoksha’). Likewise, since the reme- 
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mbered is nofdiscriminated from the perceived, the latter 
might be ‘paroksha’. Because of this difficulty the second 
alternative too is faulty. 

“In the erroneous cognition”, says Padmapaada,*‘there 
is no apprehension of the object of the previous experience; 
for the object is apprehended as being before us, as being 
immediate.” 

It we accept the third alternative, we have to say that 
there is the non-discrimination between two remembered 
entities. If there is this mutual non-discrimination, between 
these two entities, then we have to apprehend the whole of 
‘paroksha 5 (that which is not immediately or directly cog¬ 
nised). 

Hence knowledge does not come only from experience 
and memory. There is also a third source calles ‘bhranti 
jnana 5 . Padmapada says, “when we have a contact with 
one object and there is the knowledge of another, it is not 
a case of memory but one of ‘adhyasa 5 . 

If it is nat a case of memory, what is the explanation 
for the cognition ‘this is silver 5 ? The reply leads us to 
AiUYATHA KHYATI (Theory of Bhatta Mimansa and 
Nyaya systems). 

Statement : Well it is ‘anyatha khyati. When the 
eye has the contact with ‘Shukti’, the eye, which suffers 
from some defect, receives the impression of silver which is 
at some other place. The silver is in its own place and it 
is apprehended in the nature of ‘shukti 5 (‘Shuktikatmana’) 
by the sense organ which suffers from some defect or other. 
Then it might be asked-why should such an organ appreh- 
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end only silver ? It can as well ayprehend something which 
it has not experienced before. To this the reply is that 
the sense organ received the impression of that which bears 
a* similarity with the given object. Similarity etc, are some 
of the fc doshas\ Hence this ‘Anyatha Khyati’ is a form cf 
knowledge and it is cognised (‘Grahanatmaka’). 

CRITICISM ; What is ‘anyatha khyati’ ? The word 
is so vague that it can mean any one of the .following four 
things : 

i) The knowledge of one object appears as the form 
of another, ‘anyakaram Jnanam’. 

ii) The object apprehended does not have its basis in 
itself but in something else, ‘anyalambanam’. 

iii) An object appears as having the nature of ano¬ 
ther object. Vasturah vastvantaratmana avabhasah’. 

iv) The knowledge that arises does not agree with the 
'‘given’ but with its ‘parinama’ or evolute - ‘anyatha pari- 
nate vastuni fnanam’. They respectively refer to c jnana% 
esphurana*. ‘vishaya’ and ‘parinati’. 

The first two meanings are not correct. It might be 
argued that there is ‘vaiparitya’ (inappropriate straneness) 
whence the perceived ‘shukti’ appears in the form of silver’. 
The mlambana’ or basis of the given is ‘shukti’ and that 
which is apprehended is silver. Now it is the apprehension 
that determines the nature of the object or the given. That 
which is the form of the apprehension is always the c alam- 
bana’ or the object given. We cannot have one object and 
an apprehension that refers to another object which is not 
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given. If the ‘shukti’ were to be the ‘alambana’ the appre¬ 
hension cannot have the form of silver. 

Objection : We need not have the form of appre¬ 
hension and the ‘alambana 5 always. The ‘alambana* is 
that object with reference to which the apprehension is eng¬ 
aged (‘prayukta’). Since ‘shukti’ is not the object with refe¬ 
rence to which there is the ‘pravritti’ (activity) of the appre¬ 
hension. We are not able to apprehend it even though it 
has its own ‘svarupavabhasa’ (appearence of its own form). 
The apprehension is’rajata vyavahara yogya* (appropriate 
to silver) and hence the silver is apprehended. Why cannot 
silver be the ‘alambana’ ? 

Reply s Take the cognitions of a tiger and a snake 
which make ns catch hold of a stick. But the stick is not 
the ‘alambana’ for our cognitions. Qne who is in need of a 
substance takes it up ; and since its qualities do not exist 
apart form it, theso qualities too are involved in the act. 
Similarly one who takes up a quality is involved also with 
the substance. In such cases we have to say that of the sub¬ 
stance and its qualities, one is the ‘alambana’ for the know¬ 
ledge of the other. And this is absurd. Hence ‘shukti’ can 
not be ‘alambana’ for this cognition. The ' knowledge of 
one object can not appear as the form of another. The ob¬ 
ject apprehended must have its basis in itself and not in 
something else. 

The third view states that an object appears as having 
the nature of another object. “If the shukti appears as 
having the nature of silver”, asks Padmapada, “is this app¬ 
earance real or no for the shukti ? If it is a real appearance. 
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it cannot be sublated latex on. And since there is the sub¬ 
lation, this view cannot be accepted”. 

The pTopounder of t4 anythakhyati” argues for the com- 
lete difference between the given ‘shukti’ and the cognised 
silver. They cannot accept a real ‘samsarga’ between the 
two ; and since they do not accept an € anirvacaniya sam- 
sarga’ (inexplicable relation), the ‘samsarga’ must be a non¬ 
entity. And a non-entity (sunya) cannot be apprehended, 
Likewise even in ‘Khando gauh’ there can be no "samsarga' 
and then it ought to be a case of error, 

The Bhedabhedavadin might accept that the ‘samsarga 
is real. Then is the appearance of silver real or no ? It is 
not real because it is sublated later on. In ‘Khando gauh t 
there is ‘samsarga’ and also identity-in-difference. And 
since there is identity-in-difference every where there can¬ 
not be any where an error and its sublation ; or everywhere 
there will be error and its sublation. 

Then there is the fourth interpretation on which Pad- 
mapada argues thus : “It might be argued that due to some 
"dosha’, there is the evolution of the form of silver for the 
‘shukti”. This is faulty. Curd is evolved from milk ; and 
if the curd stands on the sans footing as the silver there 
ought to be the sublation of the curd. No such later cog¬ 
nition arises, And no one can cognise the curd as milk and 
call it a true cognition. Both these are found in the silver; 
for, we sublated it and cognise the this as ‘shukti’. If the 
‘shukti’ has evolved itself in the form of silver due to some 
‘dosha’ then even when the f dosha’ disappeares, it should 
remain as silver’. We cannot compare this to the blosom- 
ming of ‘kamala’ by the rays of the sun and its closing in 
of its petals when the sun sets. Here we have its stages : 
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and with the setting of the sun, it goes back to its earlier 
state. Likewise in the case silver, we cannot say that we 
Separate the silver. We can only say that the silver has 
gone back to its earlier state 57 . 

The subsequent part of the Panchapadika may be in¬ 
terpreted as the refutation of the fourth interpretation, or 
as the refutation of Atmakhyati. The author of the Viva- 
rana, however, interprets it by following the second alter¬ 
native. 

ATMAKHYATI (Theory of Vijnanavada BudcL 
hism). 

Statement It is the ‘buddhi 5 (intellect) that has 
the ‘rajatakara 5 (form of silver). There is no silver outside, 
since it is sublated later on. How can we attribute ‘buddhy 
akarata 5 to silver ? This silver is not the object of know¬ 
ledge that arises from the contact of the sense organ; and 
yet it is immediately apprehended like consciousnese. 

Is the form of silver for knowledge natural or brought 
about by anthing else ? It cannot be the former since know¬ 
ledge is merely and purely knowledge. And for the same 
reason, the second alternative does not arise. And yet due 
‘samslcara samarthya (power of impressions) there arises 
the form of silver for knowledge. Some time back in the 
past when there arose the knowledge of silver, that know¬ 
ledge remained as a f samskara\ 

This ‘samskara 5 arises from knowledge and how can 
we attribute ‘jnanatva 5 (knowledge) to it ? Is the 
‘samskara 5 which is distnict from c jnana\ something to be 
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no possible relation on this view between ‘jnana* and the 
‘vedya’ (known object). It cannot be the latter due to 
‘Vyavahara gocaratvanupapatti’ (impossibility of any acti¬ 
vity). Hence we have to attribute ‘jnanamatratva’ to the 
‘samskara’. 

This ‘samskara’ arose long ago and there were many 
‘vijnanas’ in the intervening times. How can that ‘sams- 
kara’ be the cause now ? The reply is that the ‘salibija* 
(corn seed) is able to give rise to another seed though prior 
to the emergence of the new seed there are many interven¬ 
ing stages. Likewise even though the ‘samskara’ is ‘vyava- 
hita’s (having intervals) by many different Vijnanah it is 
capable of giving rise to the knowledge of silver 
now. 

One seed is not the cause of another seed. But the 
first seed is the cause of those things that bring about the 
next seed. In such a case these intervenning things are the 
immediate causes. The first seed is thus ‘Vyavahita’ and 
cannot be the cause. And to show that even if it is ‘Vyava¬ 
hita’ it can be a cause, another argument is given. From 
the knowledge of silver there arose a ‘jnana santana’ (series 
of cognitions) which constitute the ’samskara’. The form 
of silver which was in the earlier knowledge takes the form 
of ‘buddhi’ and is apprehended as it is were outside. 

CRITICISM We have to ask whether the silver 
comes into existence or no ? If it does not come into exi¬ 
stence, it cannot be there like the ‘akasa’. If it comes into 
existence, it cannot be from an object since there is no 
object other than jnana. It may be said that due to some 
‘dushta karana’(defective cause) there arises the existence 
of silver from jnana. 

12 ) 
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Padmapada gives the following reply: Let us Suppose 
that knowledge can bring an object into existence. Is it this 
apprehension that brings about the silver ? Or some other 
apprehension ? 

The ‘janaka pratiti’ (or the apprehension of jnana which 
is to give rise to the silver) is prior to the silver. It does 
not have the silver as its object at that time. The ‘pratiti’ 
and the silver belong to two different times. When there 
was tl:e knowledge (which is the cause of silver), there was 
ho silver and also no knowledge of silver. Knowledge is 
said to be momentary. Then while there is the apprehen¬ 
sion there is no silver, and when there is the silver, 
the apprehension has ceased to be there. As such this app¬ 
rehension cannot be the cause of the silver coming into 
view. 

It is some ‘dushta karana’ in the jnana that has brought 
.about the silver. Prior to this moment there was no ‘dushta 
karana’ in the jnana; nor is there any such defect after the 
silver came out. And if the L pratiti which t is free from all 
defects were to have the silver as its object, then everything 
will have to be apprehended in every apprehension. 

Does the ‘pratiti’ create the silver ? Or no ? That 
which gives us something positive is real. Since we accept 
this maxim, and since the silver too is a cause of its mean¬ 
ing or apprehension, the silver will have to be real. The 
‘dushta karana pratiti’ is taken to bring out the silver, 
whence the silver is the ‘alambana’ for the former. And 
since the silver gives us its apprehension or meaning it sho¬ 
uld be accepted as real. 
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If the ‘pratiti’ does not create the silver, the silver is 
not its object and as such it cannot be apprehended. 

The akhyativadin says that since these tow theories are 
found to be illogical we have to admit the suppression of 
memory as explaining the nature of erroneous cognition. 
But we have said earlier that this suppression itself is 
impossible. 

Panchapadika reads : “The Yoga system observes 
that the non-suppression of the experienced object (or con¬ 
tent) is memory”. 

Advaitic position : 

If this is neither a remembered silver nor a perceived 
rea l silver, how can you maintain that this knowledge wil i 
be ‘alaukika’ ? How is this possible ? As Padmapada puts 
the question: “What is the way out to explain the appea¬ 
rance of silver when we have the contact with “shukti ? 

Does this question refer to the ‘saamagri’ (totality of 
factors) or knowledge, or the object ? If it refers to ‘saam- 
agri’ the reply is stated thus by Padmapaada- “Memory 
which arises from ‘satnskaara’ and which does not involve 
the awareness of the ‘I remember’, is not distinct from the 
knowledge that comes from sense-perception. It is identi¬ 
cal withjhe knowledge'of sense-preception which involves 
the ‘samskaara’.” 

If the sense-organ and the ‘samskaara’ constitute 
the ‘saamagri’ then this will be the true knowledge itself 
like memory and perception. But £the erroneous cognition 
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involves the cooperation of the defect (dosha) also ; and the 
‘dosha’ is the third entity in the ‘saamagri’. 

Though the ‘sukti' is immediately before us, we do not 
apprehend it. For the ‘kaarana dosha’ or the defect in app¬ 
rehension prevents its own power in the ‘kaarya (object); 
and at the same time it also awakens the samskaara; 
tor the ‘kaarana dosha sakti’ is ‘kaaryagamya’. (defect in 
the causal potency is inferred from the effect). 

Objection : Defect (dosha) appears to be involved 
in the ‘samagri’ of knowledge. A defect is that which pre¬ 
vents the proper result from coming into existence. It doe s 
not create a new effect; for the seed immersed in oil does 
not only not give rise to its own plant, but it also does no 
bring out a new plant. 

Reply : That there is a defect in the cause is known t 
only from the effect, Hence there is only one ‘samagri’ 
which is constituted by the integration of ‘samskara’ with 
‘dushtakarana’ (defective cause). 

The dosha cannot be the cause of the prior non-exist¬ 
ence (pragabhava) of the effect, for there is nothing for 
which this can be taken to be the cause. But the dosha can 
give rise to a ‘viparita karya’ (a different or strange effect) 
just as the ‘bhasmaka’ disease brings about excessive hun¬ 
ger and just as the ‘vetra’ seed burnt by the fire of the forest 
brings out the plantain tree. In the same way the ‘Kacadi 
doshas’ can function as a ‘viparya hetu’ (contrary cause) for 
the result. 

Objection : If a ‘dosha’ can awaken a ‘samskara’, 
it cannot form part of the ‘samagri’. If a ‘dosha’ can awa- 
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ken the samskara, why can’t it also give the knowledge of 
the object ? 

Reply ; There is no pramana to show that it is both. 

As such there, is only one samagri which involves both *sam- 
skara’ and ‘dushtakaranata’. 

Regarding the second viz,, knowledge: In the errone¬ 
ous cognition we have only one knowledge. There are no 
two apprehensions. 

Objection ; To say that there is only one knowledge 
is against the tenets of Advaita, The sense organ has the 
c ontact with the this ; and there arises a knowledge of the 
this. This knowledge is ‘antahkarana parinama’ (modifica¬ 
tion of the psychosis). There is the contact of the sense 
organ with the ‘this’ and then arises a knowledge. This 
has the ‘samsarga’ of silver with the ‘this’ as its object. Has 
the knowledge arisen from the contact with the mere ‘this ?’ 
Or from the contact with the silver ? Neither the silver nor 
its ‘samsarga’ is the object of this cognition. The silver be¬ 
ing ‘mithya’ cannot have the contact with the eye. It if were 
the silver which is elsewhere, even then the eye fails to have 
any contact with it 

But it might be said that when I close my eyes I cannot 
have the cognition of silver, and that this cognition arises 
only when I open my eyes and have the contact with the 
object. 

This argument is faulty since what I cognise is only the 
‘this’ which is the ‘adhisthana’. I cannot say that I appre¬ 
hend the silver because of the ‘samskara’ that has arisen 
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from my previous experience of silver ; for, memory is not 
recognised or accepted to be present in the erroneous cog¬ 
nition. We cannot also say that a defect by itself ca can use 
knowledge. The dosha or the defect can only prevent an 
effect from coming into existence. It cannot be a cause. 
And since a ‘jnana karana 9 (eause of knowledge) alone can 
bring about the effect(the knowledge of the effect), the defect 
as ‘Jnanakarana’ cannot give rise to the knowledge of the 
object. 

Hence you cannot say that there is only one knowledge 
of silver which is integrated with the very existence of ‘shu- 
kti\ On the other hand, it is maintained that there is ‘avi¬ 
dya 9 . Due .to the ‘bahya doshas’ (external defects) func¬ 
tioning as an instrumental cause, this ‘avidya’ assumes the 
form of silver in the ‘shukti’ as there is some similarity bet¬ 
ween the two. Avidya which is conditioned by that cons¬ 
ciousness that is reflected in the Tdamakaxa vritti’ (psycho¬ 
sis having the form of the this) cooperates with the 5 sams~ 
kara 9 that gives the knowledge of silver. This avidya evol¬ 
ves itself in the form of ‘jnanabhasak The silver that con¬ 
ditions the consciousness is the cause of the ‘jnanabhasa’ 
which therefore takes the form of silver. This form'is ‘sva- 
vishaya vyavahara ajanaka’ (ineffective to give rise to the 
awareness of its own object) since it is ‘aeetanak As such 
this form of avidya becomes the object for the “sakshi cai- 
tanyak 

In this statement of the advaitin’s position, how do we 
have only one knowledge ? And since the difference in the 
fnanas brings about a, difference between the objects, how 
can we say that there is only one object ? 
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The reply is as follows : 

We cognise an object and there is the apprehension. It 
is the mere apprehension (sphurana) and it is not ‘jnana 
visishta’ (qualified by its knowledge). There is the ‘ava- 
bhasa’ for the apprehension or ‘sphurana’ as ‘vishayavacc- 
hinna’ and not as ‘jnanavacchinna’. The ‘sphurana’ o r 
apprehension is not conditioned by any psychosis, but by 
the object alone ; and the object is cognised as having the 
‘pratiphalita caitanya’ (reflected consciousness). 

Now the true and the false (mithya) objects appear as 
one in so far as they assume each other’s nature (anyonya- 
tmata). This is the object cognised and it gives rise to‘Visha - 
yavacchinna phalaikya’. In this ‘Upadhi’ both the true 
knowledge and the false one, even though they are two, are 
taken through ‘upacara’ to be one only. 

Then we come to the third meaning which refers to the 
‘vishaya’. The knowledge (that is said to be one) arises 
from the ‘samagri’ which includes the ‘samskara’ that has 
awakened from the dosha. For such a knowledge it is but 
proper to have the ‘avabhasa (appearance)of the ‘alambana’ 
viz., the erroneous silver in the shukti (shuktigata mithya- 
rajatam). Then the ‘mithya jnana’ is ‘mithyalambanam 
jnanam’. Since knowledge as such has no sublation, know* 
ledge in itself is not mithya. 

Neither knowledge nor its negation can be treated as 
mithya. But in the erroneous cognition we have a know¬ 
ledge which is integrated to ‘mithyatva’. Such a jnana 
samavayi mithyatva is understood to be no other than 
•anirvacaniya’ (inexplicable). 
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This ‘mithyajnana’ is neither true nor false; and hence 
it is called ‘anivacaniya’. 


Objection from akhyativadin : 

When there is the contact of the sense organ with the 
object, this contact (samprayoga) is a cause of knowledge 
without the aid of anything else (nirapekshah). The con¬ 
tact with smoke by itself gives us the knowlege of fire. 
Likewise samskara by itself is the cause of the memory of 
a past experience. Thus we have two ‘nirapeksha karanas’ 
called perception and memory. Now the erreneous cogni¬ 
tion is brought about by these two causes which are con¬ 
tinuous and simultaneous (nirantara). As such there we do 
not have one knowledge alone but two. There is know¬ 
ledge arising from the contact, and there is also the sam¬ 
skara. These are two distinct entities. Then how can we 
say that there is only one knowledge arising from the cog¬ 
nition of silver in the shukti ? From these knowledges 
there is the specific 'pravritti (activity). 

Reply : This ‘visishta pravritti’ itself is impossible. 
I he apprehension of the ‘samsarga jnana’ (relational know¬ 
ledge) is found in the cognition ‘this is silver’. If there is 
not'one knowlege then one knowledge ought to come after 
the other. And because of the interval (Vyavadhana) there 
l annul arise any ‘pravritti’. The pravritti is brought about 
h\ the ‘avyavahitatva’ which makes us apprehend the ‘this’ 
a% ‘silver’. 

i or example, take a word which consists of many 
v HaWcs Each syllable being momentary, it is destroyed 
cn after we utter it; and each syllable by itself cannot con¬ 
vey the meaning. Each syllable is said to give rise to a 
■ un-dcra. The last syllable, aided by these samskaias 
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functions as the cause in giving us the meaning of the word. 
This is assumed so that all the preceeding syllables (which 
are the causes) might give us the apprehension. If all these 
preceeding causes are absent in the form of samskaras there 
can be no apprehension of meaning. Even £thogh there 
are many causes here, this is not a defect since the preceed¬ 
ing causes function as accessories in the form of samskaras 
to the last cause. 

If there is a difference in the cause, we can infer the 
difference in the effect. Then there cannot be one know¬ 
ledge, but many. Memory and perception are different 
causes and they give rise to different effects. But due to 
the presence of the defect, there arises a distinctly new 
effect. Thus even though the ‘vetrabija’xan give rise to a 
vetra plant, still it gives rise to a plantain when it is scor¬ 
ched in the fire of the forest. It cannot be said that since 
the defect is ‘sapeksha’ (reflexive) and since perception and 
memory are ‘nirapeksha’ (non-reflexive), the defect cannot 
cooperate with the other two to bring about one effect. The 
smoke that is apprehended in infrential cognition is ‘sape- 
ksha’; and the memory of the concommittance of smoke 
with fire is ‘nirapeksha’. Both these cooperate with one 
another in giving us one ^knowledge. Thus both the know¬ 
ledge of the cause (linga jnana) and the samskara function 
together in giving rise to the knowledge of ‘lingi’ in infer¬ 
ence. And in recognition we find that perception and 
memory function together. In both there is only one know¬ 
ledge which has in it memory inherently (smriti garbham). 
And if the samskara is not awakened, we cannot have 
such a knowledge. Hence the perception of the Tinga 5 it¬ 
self awaknes the ‘sambandha jnana samskarara’, and these 
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two together give us the knowledge of the Tingi’. The same 
holds good in the case of recognition also” (Padmapada). 

We cannot then admit any difference in the different 
causes in this cognition. We cannot treat the perception 
of ‘linga’ and the memory of ‘vyapti’ as the causes, for the 
latter is only a samskara. If the samskara is^not awakened, 
then we cannot have the knowledge. Only when the sam¬ 
skara is awakened we have the ‘jnanadvaya yaugapadya 
‘(similtaneity of knowledges). 

Objection: In recognition we have perception and 
also the memory of the past experience as the causes. 
There is cjnanadvaya yaugapadya’ here since we have the 
cognitions of ‘ayam’ and ‘sah*. Then we have two 
knowledges. 

Reply : No. The knowledge of the ‘linga’ gives us 
the knowledge of the e lingi’ with which it is necessarily 
connected. And from the e artha jnana janana sakti sam- 
bandha’ (relation of the power to give rise to the knowledge 
of the object) we apprehend the meaning of the word. But 
there is no such relationship between memory and recog¬ 
nition. As such memory is not the cause of recognition, 
but only a samskara for perception in recongnition. 

When the ‘samskaara’ is awakened, there arises recog- 
.nision; and here we do not find a second entity called 
memory. 

Objection : The copresence of the causes which 
are ‘nirapeksa’ is to be found only in the cases of the 
pramaanas other than ‘abhijnaa pratyaksa’. ‘Abhijnaa’ is 
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the knowledge of the object which is conditioned by one 
place and by one time. 

Reply : From the cognitions of blue etc. which are 
the causes of different knowledges, we get only one speci¬ 
fic knowledge of the picture. Even in prception these 
is the ‘nirapeksa kaarana samaahaara* (totalily of non¬ 
reflexive causual factors). 

Objection : If the samskaara is necessarily involved 
in the ‘pramaana kaarana’, then we have the ‘pramaana 
jnaana’ in which memory is an essential element (smrti 
garbha). Then we cannot have the cognition ‘this is 
silver’ in which we do not find this memory. 

Reply : Inference and other valid means of know¬ 
ledge give rise to knowledge without having the co-opera¬ 
tion or aid of the ‘dosha’. But ‘bhranti jnana’ is different 
from these. “Inference, recognition and ‘citra jnana’ do 
not require ‘dushtakarana’; and hence we are able to app¬ 
rehend the object as it is. Bat in ‘bhranti jnana’ there is a 
‘karana dosha’ and the object is not cognised as it is** 
(Padmapada). And this cognition has only one knowledge 
where we have the ‘samsarga’ between the ‘this’ and the 
silver. They are necessarily connected. The this is nece¬ 
ssarily cognised as .silver. 

The ‘akhyati vada’ accepts two jnanas here. The silver 
which is cognised immediately and directly is taken to be 
the remembered one. This is contrary to facts. 

In ‘anyatha khyativada’, the existence of the object in 
the cognised’ adhisthana is rejected. Though the ‘this’ is 
cognised to be the silver, the ‘samsarga’ is rejected. , And 
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two together give us the knowledge of the *lingi\ The same 
holds good in the case of recognition also” (Padmapada). 

We cannot then admit any difference in the different 
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the knowledge of the object which is conditioned by one 
place and by one time. 

Reply : From the cognitions of blue etc. which are 
the causes of different knowledges, we get only one speci¬ 
fic knowledge of the picture. Even in prception these 
is the ‘nirapeksa kaarana samaahaara’ (totalily of non¬ 
reflexive causual factors). 

Objection : If the samskaara is necessarily involved 
in the ‘pramaana kaarana’, then we have the ‘pramaana 
jnaana’ in which memory is an essential element (smrti 
garbha). Then we cannot have the cognition ‘this is 
silver’ in which we do not find this memory. 

Reply : Inference and other valid means of know¬ 
ledge give rise to knowledge without having the co-opera¬ 
tion or aid of the ‘dosha’. But ‘bhranti jnana’ is different 
from these. “Inference, recognition and ‘citra jnana’ do 
not require ‘dushtakarana’; and hence we are able to app¬ 
rehend the object as it is. But in ‘bhranti jnana’ there is a 
‘karana dosha’ and the object is not cognised as it is” 
(Padmapada). And this cognition has only one knowledge 
where we have the ‘samsarga’ between the ‘this’ and the 
silver. They are necessarily connected. The this is nece¬ 
ssarily cognised as .silver. 

The ‘akhyati vada’ accepts two jnanas here. The silver 
which is cognised immediately and directly is taken to be 
the remembered one. This is contrary to facts. 

In ‘anyatha khyativada’, the existence of the object in 
the cognised’ adhisthana is rejected. Though the ‘this’ is 
cognised to be the silver, the ‘samsarga’ is rejected. , And 
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the silver that is apprehended immediately and directly is 
said to be the silver existing elsewhere. 

In ‘atma khyati’, the silver that is in actually apprehe¬ 
nded as existing outside of us is taken to be in reality 
purely internal. 

These defects are not found in our anirvacaniya khyati. 
And our theory is not contrary to experience since we acc¬ 
ept the silver that appears (pratibhasamanasya). 

Objection : But the silver is apprehended as real 
and not as c anirvacaniya*. Is this not contrary to experi¬ 
ence ? 

Reply : Just as the thisness (idanta) has the tf sam- 
sarga’ with the silver, what appears (avabhasate) is the 
‘shuktika satta samsarga’ (relation of the being of shukti). 
This is not a new, ‘sattva’ of silver. The reality of the shu¬ 
kti is apprehended as the reality of silver. 

Or, we accept three degrees of reality (sattvam). Ulti¬ 
mate reality (Paxamartha sattvam)is that of Brahman. Then 
there is the empirical reality which has the ability to bring 
about the objects and actions. This is conditioned, by maya 
and it is manifested in the form of akasa etc. Then there 
is a third degree of reality which is conditioned by ‘avidya’; 
and it is apprehended in the form of silver etc., in errone¬ 
ous cognition. Considered with reference to ultimate lea- 
lity, the third degree of reality is called ‘anirvacaniya’. As 
such it is not' contrary to experience. Following experience 
we accept the reality of the object here also. 
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i) Neither the real, nor the unreal can be taken to be 
*bhranti jnana’ (erroneous knowledge). ii) The 
other theories of error are shown to be violating the facts 
of experience, iii) In ‘akhyati* we have to assume many 
things like ‘parokshya’, memory, suppression of the know¬ 
ledge of memory, non-discrimination brought about by this 
suppression, ‘pravritti’ brought out by this non-discrimina¬ 
tion ; and the memory of the [experiences of the past life; 
all these are not warranted by the cognition as such. c Anya- 
thakhyati’ assumes many things like: an object apprehended 
at one place has its reality or existence at another place ; 
the sense organ can apprehend an object experienced in the 
past; the sense organ can cognise an object which is at 
another place and at another time ; the < dosha* is said to 
bring about this ability to the sense organ ; even though 
there is no *samsarga’ in reality it is said to be immediately 
apprehended. All these are opposed to the pramaanas. 

Hence to put an end to all these defects we have to 
accept the nature of the apprehended silver to be "mithya. 
tva\ In the later cognition we say ‘there is no silver, it 
appeared as mithyaa silver only’. We have to accept the 
*mithyaatva’ or ‘anirvacaniyatva’ for the silver on the basis 
of this experience. The mpaadaana’ for this silver is *avi- 
dyaa’ and it can be proved by agreement and difference. 
Hence Padmapaada speaks of the silver as ‘mithyaamayam’- 

A true object gets itself integrated to the existence of a 
mithyaa object; and as such it appears. Such an appea¬ 
rance is called ‘maayaa’, ‘mithyaa’ ‘anirvacaniya khayaati’ 
and also ‘adhyaasa. 
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Objection : The silver in erroneous cognition can 
be only ‘avidya mayam’ and not ‘maya may am’. Since all 
cases of error or illusion are dispelled by true knowledge, 
error has the nature of avidya. Further Maya is different 
from avidya. Maya cannot bring out any vyamoha’ (desire 
or passion) to its own ‘asraya’, and it follows or abides by 
the will of the agent (karta). Avidya functions in a totally 
different way. Even in empirical experiences maya is taken 
to be different from avidya. Thus the elephant, horse, and 
chariot constructed by maya cannot be spoken of as arising 
from avidya. 

Reply : Is this difference made out on the basis of a 
difference in their nature (lakshana) ? Or is it based on 
‘loka vyavahara’ ? Both are faulty. To begin with, it can¬ 
not be the former. 

The ‘svarupa lakshana’ (real definition) of maya and 
avidya is the same. They have also the same ‘visesha lak- 
sana’. They both prevent the object from manifesting itself 
in its own form”; and they also make the object appear in 
a different form. 

Objection : When an object is said to be the pro¬ 
duct of maya, the material cause for this product consists 
of ‘mantra (spell)’, ‘oshadhi (medicine) etc. These are real 
entities.* But ‘anirvacaniyatva* does not admit such a 
reality. 

Reply : No. The word maya is not applied to the 
material cause, but to the product that is immediately co. 
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gnised or apprehended. The onlooker does not have any 
knowledge of the mantra or oshadhi, and the word may a 
is not applied to these. Mantra, oshadhi etc., are only the 
instrumental causes like kacadi dosas. 

Elephant, horse etc., produced by maya have the 
nature of maya; and since they are ‘anirvacaniva 5 their 
material cause too must be that ‘ajnana’ which is ‘anirvac- 
aniya\ It is the same avidya which is the material cause 
of adhyasa. 

Mantra etc., are brought about by a cause which is the 
*anady avidya 5 or ‘anadyajnana 5 . Maya and avidya are 
one and the same and they have no beginning. 

But it is the object like the elephant etc. that is said to 
be ‘mayamaya’. How can its cause also be maya* ? 

The reply is based on the text ‘mayantu prakritim 
vidyan mayinam tu mahesvaramh Here the word maya is 
employed to convey the idea of a material cause.. Maya 
and avidya are'the material causes. Their ‘vikaras 5 or 
modifications are adhyasa and maya. These have the 
same nature. Hence the cause and the effect as well are 
spoken of as being maya which term is identical with avidya. 

Objection : Avidya is seen to bring about the 
^vyamoha 5 for its "asraya 5 who is the agent. Maya does 
not bring out such a thing. There is at least this much of 
difference in their natures. 

Reply ; No. If the "asraya’ is the percipient, he 
ought to have the *vyamoha’ when he sees the maayamaya 
object near by. If he is the doer or agent he does not have 
the ^vyamoha 5 not because he knows maya, not because he 
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knows that it is all maya; but because he knows that it is 
surely sublated later on, and because he'knows also how to 
counteract it. If this were not the explanation, he ought to 
have the ‘vyamoha’ like the percipient. 

Objection : Maya functions in obedience to the 
will of its owner, while avidya controls the will. 

Reply : This difference too is faulty. The agent or 
deer has complete freedom in selecting the instrumental 
causes like mantra and oshadhi. Having secured these, he 
cannot prevent maya from bringing out the result. Avidya 
too functions in the same manner. If we place the finger 
on the eye-ball we will perceive two moons. Whether we 
should place the finger thus or no, is dependent on our 
will. But having placed it there we cannot prevent the two 
moons from appearing. After we rub the eyes we have the 
‘Kesondraka bhrama 5 (illusion of a woolly mass). Offering 
prayeis and taking some medicines give rise to ‘svapna 
bhramask All these are cases of avidya and they are on a 
par with maya. These appearances (pratibhasah) continue 
to remain even when we have true knowledge; and they 
arise from the will of the doer. 

Sastra vyavahara (the teaching of the system of philo¬ 
sophy) too does not maintain that maya is different from 
avidya. In the sruti passage. “Tasyaabhidhayanad yajanat 
tattva bhavad bhuyascante visva maya nivrittih”. We find 
the word maya employed to denote avidya that is dispelled 
by ‘tattva jnana\ In the surti passage, “taraty avidyam 
vifatam hrdi yasmin nivesite Yogi mayam ameyaya tasmaj 
vidyatmane namah”. We find that maya and avidya axe 
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synonyms and they can be overcome by true knowledge. In 
the Vedanta Sutras we read the aphorism- “maya matram tu 
kartsyena anabhivyakta svarupatvat”, where the word 
maya is employed with reference to dream experience which 
is one of avidya. Sankara often writes ‘avidya maya’, ‘avi" 
dyatmika maya sakti’ etc. Padmapada too observes “avi¬ 
dya maya ksharam”. The author of Brahma siddhi too 
writes in the same manner, Tyam avidya, maya, mithya 
pratyayah’. 

Thus the identity in their nature and the ‘Vriddha vya- 
vahara’ (usage by elders) go to show that maya and avidya 
are identical. 

Yet when we emphasize the ‘vikshepa’ sakti’ (power of 
diffusion, of plurality), we speak of it as maya ; and when 
we emphasize the ‘acchadana sakti’ (power of concealing) 
we call it avidya. This is only a difference in our use of 
the terms. 

ERROR 

Now the silver in the erroneous cognition is spoken of 
as maya maya because, unlike avidya which controls the 
will or ‘iccha’, maya is controlled by the will. If it controls 
the will, it can be called 'avidya maya’. Either way it is 
only a difference arising from our use of the terms. 

Objection : Then, as we appehend why should we 
not accept an ultimately real silver in, ;the apprehended 
‘adbishthana’ ? And this will put an end to the defect of 
unnecessary assumption. 

14) 
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Reply : If it is the ultimately real silver, every one 
should be appreheding it thus. 

Objection : Only those that have the ‘karana dosha 5 
apprehend it thus. Otherwise it is an ultimately real one. 

Reply : If the silver is ultimately real, it does not 
require a ‘karana dosha’ to give rise to the knowledge of 
this real entity. If it requires a "karana dosha 5 then in its 
absence there cannot be any apprehension. Just as in the 
absence of light, form cannot be apprehended, so in the 
absence of the defect silver too can’t be cognised. In the 
absence of the defect silver has to be cognised not only in 
the shukti, but every where. 

Objection : Avfdya is said to have its asraya in the 
self. Even if the silver is of the nature of this avidya, it 
ought to be cognised by all. Due to the avidya which is 
in the ‘idam amsavacchinna caitanya 5 (consciousness condi¬ 
tioned by the this), there has arisen a silver in front of us ; 
and since this avidya is common to all, all should cognise 
the silver. 

Reply : Due to the ‘mantra 5 the eye of the spectator 
gets a defect and fails to cognise the object as it is. Like¬ 
wise only those who have the dosha are able to cognise the 
silver because this silver is ‘mayamatra’. 

This silver is ‘sakshi bhasya’ and as such its asraya is 
said to be ‘sakshi caitanya’. This witnessing consciousness 
appears as silver when it is ‘idam akaravacchinnaL . This 
‘sakshi caitanya’ differs from individual to individual. 
Now, the silver is apprehended as the same as the shukti. 
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Such an integration of the two is also of the nature of avi- 
dya ; and it is apprehended as silver only by that person 
whose ‘sakshi caitanya’ is responsible for this appearance. 
And just as my happiness cannot *be apprehended by any 
one other than myself, so is this silver. 

That knowledge is not ‘bhranti’ needs no proof. When 
we take the ‘bhranti’ to be ‘mithyatva’ we are assuming the 
barest minimum and we are not going contrary to experi¬ 
ence. ‘Bhranti’ enables us to apprehend its nature as 
‘mithyartha jnana\ 

BADHAKA PRARTYA&SHA. (Sublation) 

There is the sublation of the erroneous cognition and 
it takes the form of This is not silver*. ■ The apprehension 
of this sublation (badhaka pratyaksha) by itself establishes 
the ‘mithyatva’ of silver. 

Objection : The subsequent negation (‘badha’) 
makes us understand the absence of silver in the apprehen¬ 
ded ‘adhishthana’. 

Reply : No. It only implies the mithyatva of silver. 
Mithyatva means the ‘abhava pratiyogi’ (contradictory of 
the negation) in the apprehended ‘adhishthana’. When we 
predicate the presence of an entity at a particular place 
and later negate it, this negation cannot refer to the mere 
absence; for it implies something positive. When there is 
the knowledge of the negation, the silver appears (avabha- 
sate) as its own ‘abhava pratiyogi’ in the apprehended upa- 
dhi (adhishthana); and this is a perceptual apprehension* 
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The silver then comes to be the ‘abhava pratiyogi’ of 
the apprehended adhishthana through the knowledge of its 
negation. Such a silver can be only mithya rajata. We 
therefore say not only that ‘this is not silver’, but that ‘it 
appeared as mithya (Mithyaiva abhasishta). We refer to it 
as explicitly mithya; and this is the object of the negation. 

Objection : Even if we take the silver to be that 
existing at another place and time, we can negate it and say 
‘this is not silver’. 

Reply : No. The silver is the object of negation and 
we have the knowledge of this object. This object was earl, 
ier apprehended as being the ‘this’ with which we have 
the sense-contact. If silver exists elsewhere, how can we 
apprehend it here and later nagate it here ? The negation 
then, cannot have the form ‘this is mithya silver. It ought 
to have been ‘that is silver’ or ‘the silver is only buddhy 
akara’ (in the intellect as an image). If the error has arisen 
because of the non-discrimination between the perceived 
and the remembered, then too negation cannot take the 
form ‘this is mithya silver’. We see the ‘gavaya’ and rem- 
-ember that it is similar to the cow we have seen earlier. 
Here the true knowledge has taken the form of the aware¬ 
ness of similarity. Likewise we should say that ‘this 
shukti is similar to that silver which I have seen earlier.’ 

Wha.t is a negation (badha) ? 1. Is it the obstruction 
of the acitivity at one place of a person who is desirous'of 
something else ? Now a mendicant cognises silver in the 
shukti and yet he does not have any pravritti. If the defi¬ 
nition were correct, he cannot negate the silver, and yet he 
negates it. 
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2) If it is not the obstruction to the pruvritti, can it 
be the putting an end to the possibility of pxavritti ? No. 
I cognise silver now and the possibility of my pravirtti 
is destroyed as I find that it is only shukti. Later on I 
again cognise silver. If the very possibility of pravritti is 
destroyed, I should not have the cognistion of silver at all. 
Further, a thirsty person is in search of water; he sees 
snakes or thiever and controls his thirst His pravritd for 
water is obstructed. Does the knowledge or cognition of 
snakes etc., function as the negation of the cognition of 
water ? 

(3) When two things are apprehended as ‘avivikta*, 
the later discrimination may. be taken to constitute the 
negation. No. In the beginning all objects are apprehen¬ 
ded as avivikta. Later on we are able to distinguish them 
with reference to one another. This latter ‘viveka 5 does 
not constitute negation. 

Does ‘avivikiatva’ mean not apprehending through dis¬ 
crimination ? Or does it mean the apprehension of their 
identity ? In the former case, i$ the apprehension through 
discrimination ‘padartha jnanatirikta’ (other than the know¬ 
ledge of the object) ? Or is it the 'padartha jnana’ itself ? 
When we have the "padartha jnana’, we do not apprehend 
this difference; and when we later on distinguish one object 
from another, we should be able to say that this cognition 
negates the earlier one. 

So we ought to say that the apprehension of difference 
is the apprehension of the object itself. In such a case, as 
we apprehend an object we are apprehending also its 
difference ; and hence there is no question of ‘aviveka’. 
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4) Then one might say that ‘avivicktatva’ is cognising 
the objects as identical. An object is apprehended as hav¬ 
ing the nature of another object; and later on we come to 
cognise that one excludes the others. Can this be the neg¬ 
ation ? But take the first apprehension that ‘the pot is white* 
Later on we come to apprehend that the whiteness of the 
pot is not a substance but a quality. This ought to be con¬ 
stituting the negation of the first apprehension. 

In the theory upheld by the objection every object is 
defined in terms of identity-in-difference. In such a case 
when we apprehend the identity first and later cognise the 
difference, the result will be that every object negates itself, 

5) Negation may than be defined as the apprehension 
of the c abhava pratiyogi* in the apprehended ‘adhishthana/ 
Then, is it the ‘abliva protiyogitva’ (being contradictory of 
negation) of more knowledge ? Or of the difference of the 
object known (jneya) ? Negation cannot be the destruction 
(pradhvansa) of knowledge, since knowledge being momen¬ 
tary, is destroyed every moment. So the second alternative 
remains. Here we have to ask. Is there the negation of 
the apprehended object ? Or of the unapprehended object ? 
If it is the negation of the apprehended object, does this 
negation arise from the knowledge of that very object, or 
from that of another object ? It cannot arise from the 
knowledge of that very object, for the apprehesion goes to 
establish the validity of the prior knowledge. It cannot 
arise from the knowledge of another object; for the objects 
or knowlepge being different, one cannot be the negation 
of the other. 



Vivaranam 


lit 

There cannot be the negation of the unapprehended 
object. 

6) Can negation be the dispelling (nivriti) of ajnana ? 
No, for, in such a case, all the knowledges that dispel ajn¬ 
ana will have to constitute negation only. 

Then what is negation ? Ajnana has brought about the 
cognition of an object and this cognition does not give us 
the knowledge of its ‘adhishthana*. Now negation not only 
dispels the cognised object but also ajnana which is its 
cause. It gives us the knowledge of the ‘adhishthana’ also. 

Then, is negation the dispelling of ajnana along with 
its product which is cognised here and now ? Or is it the 
dispelling of ajnana whose products has obtained its ‘laya* 
(involution) in itself ? 

There is the cognition of silver in the shukti. Let us 
assume that later on the mind wanders after some other 
object. Then again the eye comes back and has the cantact 
with shukti, There arises the knowledke of the ‘adhishth- 
ana’ and the ajnana is dispelled. Here we do not have the 
Mhvansa’ (destruction) of the immediate product (karya) of 
ajnana. Thus the first alternative is too narrow. The 
second alternative is not applicable in the case of ajnana 
which is dispelled along with its present or immediate pro¬ 
duct. 

But in both the cases there is negation in so far as we 
have the dispelling of ajnana whish has evolved itself in the 
form of the product. This is the definition of ‘negation’; 
and negation has its meaning only in the dispelling of such 
as ‘anavabodha 5 (non-konwledge). Hence ‘badhyatva’ is 
taken to be ‘mithyatvamh 
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Definition of 'adhyasA' 

THAT IT IS TOO NARROW. 

In the definition we find the word ‘smriti rupa’ which 
means ‘the form similar to that of memory’. From this we 
deduce samskara as one element. Since similarity inovlves 
difference, we get the sense-contact as the second element. 
Since the cognition is that of error and these two do 
not give rise to such a cognition. We arrive at the defect 
or dosha as the third element. These three elements are 
implied by smriti rupa. They give rise to the erroneous co¬ 
gnition which ie the apprehension of one object as having 
the nature of another. 

Objection : This definition does not apply in all 
cases. It is too narrow and does not cover all the Taksh- 
yas’ (Object). For example how can we explain the sorrow 
evperienced in the dream ? It is a case of adhyasa; and 
yet the definition does not seem to apply here. In every 
adhyasa there is an object external to the individual and 
some thing else is appehended there in. This apprenension 
requires the contact of the sense organ with the external 
object. New, in dream wa cannot have su'ch a contact of 
the sense organ with the external object. Both the sense 
01 gan and the external object are absent here. In the ab¬ 
sence of any cause other than the samskara or ‘vasana’, 
we should say that in the dream cognition we have only the 
smriti and not smriti rupata. 

Reply : We see the ‘gavaya’ arid rerriember the cow 
for it is said to be similar to the cow. Here our appreheri- 
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and it is not erroneous. There is no dosha in a cognition 
that results from memory. 

Further the dream cognition is not a case of memory. 
The object is cognised immediately and directly. 

Objection: In the dream there is no contact with 
the eye, for the eye has ceased to function, and also be¬ 
cause the object is not external. There cannot beany 
dosha since the eye itself is not functioning then. There 
cannot be any ‘vishaya dosha’ (defect # in the object) also for 
this dream cognition. If the ‘vishaya dosha’ were the 
cause, is it 4 j nay a manataya hetuh’ ? or ‘ajnayamanataya* 
(causal in the process of being known or not being known)* 
Since the eye does not function then and since the mind 
cannot have a contact with the external directly, the former 
alternative is to be rejected. It cannot be the latter for the 
vishaya dosha that we apprenend in our waking moments 
has a specific cause. Further, there cannot be any ‘prama- 
tri dosha’ during sleep. Thus we do not have all the three 
factors necessary for adhyasa. As such it cannot be an 
erroneous cognition. 

Reply : This cognition arises from all the three fac¬ 
tors working together; and it is a cognition which appreh- 
ands an object as having the nature of another. There is 
no contact of the object with the eye; and the object is app¬ 
rehended immediately. It is neither a case £of perception 
nor a case of memory. And as such it must be a third type 
of knowledge which is capable of giving us the nature of 
adhyasa. Padmapada observes; “it has been said that the 
form of memory is only to make us apprehend the object of 
our prior or earlier experience”. 

. 15 ) 
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The cognising individual of the dream world is differ¬ 
ent from the cognising individual of the waking stage.- 
There is vijnana for this ‘pramata’ also, and there is his 
‘antah karana’ which is the means of obtaining knowledge. 
This ‘pramata’ suffers from the doshas like sleep and ‘vata’; 
and he has also the samskara of the past experiences. Thus 
all the three factors are present here: and hence it is said 
that b'hranti jnana’ is ‘smriti rupa’. 

“There is the mind which is overcome by the defects 
like sleep, and which has all the samskaras. These samska- 
rasare awakended by the ‘adrishta’ karma. The mind 
takes up that form which is necessitated by the ‘samskara 
. visesha’. Such a form is ‘mithyartha vishaya’ and there 
arises knowledge” (Padmapada). 

Objection : You may establish the ‘tatastha laks- 
hana’ (definition per accidents). How can you establish 
the ‘svarupa lakshana’ (definition per se): ? In adhyasa we 
have an object appearing at a place other than its own. 
What is its adhishthana ? 

Reply : “There is the avidya sakti in the immediate 
(aparoksa) consciousness of the individual (who is sleeping). 
This consciousness is determined or conditioned by ‘antah 
karana’. Such an avidya sakti appears (vivartate) as the 
‘alambana’ for the object” (Padmapada). 

The antah karana is overcome by the doshas like sleep 
and by the samskara. This is the instrumental cause of 
the mithyadhyasa. And there is die avidya sakti in the 
consciousness as conditioned by the antah-karana. 
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The ‘upadana’ is not the antah karana but the 'mithya- 
dhyasa. And the ‘adhishthana’ or the ‘this’ in the cognr 
tion is‘manasa samyuktan’ (united with the mind); andi* 
is the consciousnessas conditioned by the avidya sakti. 
Thus there is the samsarga with the sufficient instrumental 
cause. As such this avidya sakti brings about the sufficient 
cause for adhyasa; and it becomes as if (vivartate) it is the 
alambana for the‘mithyartha\ It is not the avidya sakti 
that appears as the mithyartha, for every adhyasa requires 
the samsarga of the leal with the unreal.. But it is consci-. 
ousness itself that appears like that through the avidya 
whose ‘asraya’ it is. Then we have the integration of the 
real object with the unreal and it is this integrated entity 
that appears. Consequently we have ‘paratra paravabhasah’. 

The same explaanation holds good of the erroneous 
cognitions that arise in the waking moments. .The shukti 
as such is not the ‘adhishthana’ of silver. It is that consci¬ 
ousness as conditioned by the shukti; for an unconscious 
entity cannot manifest any other entity. Such a shukti is 
the ‘alambana’ for siver. 

When the sense organ has the contact with the external 
object, then thr mgh the'sense organ the ‘antah karana’ 
becomes or appears as (viparmamate) the external form* 
Unless the antahkarana comes into contact with the object^ 
there can be no apprehension. In this pure antahkarana 
there appears or arises the reflection of consciousness and 
through the antahkarana there is taken the ‘vishaya samsa¬ 
rga’ also. 

Consciousness is ‘samsrishta’ (fused) with the external • 
adhishthana. Since this ‘adhishthana’ is only the ‘caitanya 
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vivarta’ through avidya. It is to be treated as the ‘adhish- 
thana’ of consciousness. 

This avidya sakti appears (vivartate) in the form of 
silver which is ‘samsrishta’ with the external ‘adhishthana’. 

Hence that consciousness which is conditioned by the 
shukti is the ‘alambana’ for the silver; and as such we 
speak of ‘bahyalambana’ (external locus). 

Eveywhere the ‘alambana’ for the erroneous cognition 
is either pure consciousness itself or consciousness 
as conditioned by something. Hence it is but prope 1 
to say ‘paratva paravabhasah’, (the other appearing in the 
external). 

There comes an objection from one who does not take 
this ‘adhishthana’ to be consciousness which appears every, 
where and which assumes a variety of shapes like the sky 
He takes the adhishthana to be the ahankara and asks" 
Then the ‘svapnartha pratibhasa’ (appearance of dream 
object) must be purely internal or inward. If this ahamkara 
which is the ‘paricchinna atman’ (conditioned self) is the 
adhishthana, we should have the cognition ‘I am blue’ 
where the ‘I’ is the ‘this’ of normal cognition. In such a 
manner we should be having our dream cognitions. 

The reply is that the adhishthana is the self which is 
pure consciousness and which is distinct from ahankara. 
And everywhere we have the ‘samanadhi karanya’ of the 
object (Cetya) with the cit or consciousness’. As such 
we admit that the apprehension is internal. 



Vivaranam 


117 


Objection : If there is the <cit samanadhikarana’ 
for all apprehendsions or appearances, we cannot have the 
experience of ‘vicchinna desa\ If the object is apprehended 
here or there, we can say that the object has ‘antar anubha- 
vasraya (having a locus of experience internally). 

Reply : The object is apprehended not as here or 
there, but as This’. The ‘this’ means that it is distinct from 
the self. Then the ‘avabhasa’ ceases to be internal. ’ 

Objection : Even this ‘avabhasa’ as distinct from 
the self is really infernal or inward. Reply : Even space is 
not external, for its adhishthana is the self. Difference too 
is apprehended through the ‘samsrishti’ with the uncondi¬ 
tioned consciousness. 

If the objector brings in the self as conditioned by aha- 
nkara and makes it the adhishthana, the cognition of diffe¬ 
rence will have to take the form of T am difference’. 

All the objections are based on the view that the'ahan- 
karavacchinna atman’ (self as conditioned by the ego) is 
the adhishthana’. The reply takes the pure consciousness 
to be the adhishthana. Now Padmapada proceeds to make 
this point clearer and plainer. He begins to state clearly 
that pure consciousness which is the self-huminous self, is 
the locus. 

When the self is the basis of all cognitions, the appre¬ 
hensions can be only internal. This is true of the cogni¬ 
tions of the waking- state also. The ‘pramanajnana’ gives 
us the immediate experience with the self. This immediate 
experience does not differ from the immediacy of the obj- 
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ect. Both the subject and the object have the ‘eka rupa 
prakasana’ (one form of appearence). Hence even in the 
waking stage the object is experienced as enveloped by the 
‘antar ap ar oksanu bhava’. 

The dream cognition does not differ essentially and 
fundamentally from the other cognition. The difference is 
only one of degree, not of kind. It is ‘pratibhasika bheda’ 
(momentarily apparent difference). 

Objection : Why should we think that there is only 
one consciousness ? Why cannot the ‘vishaya gata caitan- 
yani, be different and distinct from 6 aham avacchinna cai- 
tanya’ ? 

Repfy : If they are different, the object being ‘jada 9 
(unconscious), cannot manifest itself. Just as the pot enve^ 
loped by darkness cannot be manifested in the absence of 
light falling on it, so is the object incapable of being mani¬ 
fested if it is not illumined by consciousness” (Padmapada). 
If the objects which are by themselves devoid of conscious¬ 
ness, do not have the samsarga with the ‘atmavagati pra- 
kasa (illumination of self realisation), we cannot have the 
sambhandhavabhasa in the form they are known by me.’ 

If consciousness is eveywhere, how is it we have the 
a PP re ^ ens i°u of the distinction or difference between the 
self and the not-self as T and ‘this’ ? The reply is that even 
in the waking state this ‘vicchedavabhasa (appearance of 
difference) is due to maya. The whole universe has its ‘as- 
raya’only in consciousness. This consciousness is devoid, 
of parts and as such there can be ho Tradesa bheda’ in it 
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Consciousness appears everywhere with the distinctions 
of internal and external, it is no longer akhanda and advi- 
tiya (non-dual). We cannot apprehend the ‘svarupabheda’ 
(difference from others in essence) unless we have the diffe¬ 
rence brought about by the differences in the objects. These 
differences are due to the conditioning upadhis (limiting 
factors). Hence consciousness is said to be ^devoid of parts. 

Such an entity which is ‘niramsa’ (without parts) is 
either an anu (atomic) or is ‘ananta’ (Infinite). But it is 
apprehended everywhere as having ‘madhyama parimana’. 
To this we reply that the ‘parimana’ (magnitude) of consci¬ 
ousness is the same as that of the ‘upadjhi’ which condi¬ 
tions it. 

When consciousness thus becomes the adhishtana(locus 
ground) even during the cognitions of the waking stage, it 
need not be said again that the same holds good of dream 
ognitions. The upadhi which conditions it brings about 
the empirical distinctions of internal, external etc. 

Padmapada gives another explanation as an alternative 
way of explaining the same phenomenon. This does not 
represent his conclusions, for the mind, not being a sense- 
organ, cannot by itself come into contact with an external 
object. This is only an ‘abhyupagamavadaYtheory assuming 
the opponent’s view) presented by Padmapada. 

So far we have disproved the contention that the defi¬ 
nition of adhyasa is too narrow. 

That it is tpo wide 

It is argued that even though mithya, adhyasa, bhranti 
and avidya are not present, we do find that there is ‘anya- 
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sya anyavabhasa’ (other appearing as another). As such 
there is ‘ativyapti’ (too wide). ‘‘There is ‘brahmadhyasa* 
on names. How is this possible? There is no ‘karana dosha* 
here ; nor do we find ‘ mithy arthavabhasa*. 

The reply is that adhyasa is defined as apprehending an 
object as having the nature of another. In the case of the 
‘brahmadhyasa’ we find that an individual has his ‘manasi 
kriya’ (mental action of mediation etc.) with reference to 
some object. “This meditation is regulated by a ‘codana* 
(injunction) and it demands ‘icchato anushthana*. It is a 
mental act and not a knowledge (or cognition). When there 
is an object giving us a knowledge arising from ‘dushtaka- 
rana’, we consider the object to be ‘mithya vastu\ In adh¬ 
yasa proper we have some knowledge or other, while in 
upasana we have only a mental act” (Padmapada). 

We cannot say that knowledge itself is the ordained 
here ; for desire (iccha) can neither create nor prevent 
knowledge. The desire of the individual gives rise to ‘pra w 
yatna\ This desire comes into existence because of an in¬ 
junction. Where such an ‘iccha prayatna’ is not involved 
(nirapeksa) there we have the sufficient cause for knowledge. 
For even if we do not desire it, we do have the ‘apishta 
darsana’ (unwelcome apprehension). As such the ‘brahma- 
dhyasa’ refers to a mental act. It is not a case of ‘adhyasa. 

ADHYASA LAKSANA 

Since there is no unanimity amongst the critics in defin. 
ing adhyasa it is impossible to give an acceptable definition. 
The defferences amongst the critics, refer to the ‘avarupa*, 
t atva’ (nature), desavisesha’ (space) and ‘kala visesha\of 
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the ‘adhishthana* and adhyasyamana’. They all a^ree in 
admitting that adhyasa is no other than apprehending one 
object as having the nature of another. 

But such a definition is lopsided, since the cases in¬ 
volving the relationship of substance, quality etc., will have 
to become erroneous cognitions. ‘Khando gauh’ will have 
to be an erroneous cognition since ‘Khandatva’ is apprehen¬ 
ded in the cow, the cow is cognised as having ‘Khandatva*. 
This implies that when both the elements are real and when 
both exist together, we cannot have adhyasa. Hence we 
have to say that adhyasa is the apprehension (avabhasa) 
of a content which unites a real object with an unreal one. 
With this in mind, the commentator states the view of 
error held by others. 

Of the three views stated, the first is Atmakhyati and 
Aftyathakhyatu the second is Akhyati; The third is Sunya 
khyati if we interpret it to mean that shukti is conghised as 
having the nature of silver which is ‘asat’ or ‘abhava’ (non¬ 
existent). This third is Anyatha Khyati’ if we interpret it 
to mean the cognition of the nature of silver whidh is the 
negation of shukti. 

Pad ma pa da : “To present his own view in a clearer 
and purer form, Sankara is stating the views of others on 
the nature of adhyasa. According to the first view, the 
silver is distinct from shukti; there is the cognition of the 
property of silver in the shukti. This silver has the form 
of knowledge, or it exists elsewhere. The second view 
states that adhyasa is an erroneous cognition arising from 
the non-apprehension of discrimination between the adhis- 

16) 
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hthana and the adhyasta. There is the e ekatva Bhrama. Ac¬ 
cording to the third view silver is adhyasta on the shukti. 
‘Rajatadi rupatva’; is the ‘viparita dharmatva’ of the 
shukti. This ‘kalpana’ is assumed here. c kalpana’ means 
the appearance (avabhasamanata) of the non-existing. All 
these views agree with ours in holding that adhyasa is the 
cognition of an object as having the naturu of another. This 
definition does not deny the ‘paravabhasa’ which is conveyed 
by the word ‘paratra’ (externally) in the original definition. 
How ? In the first view the silver which is of the form of 
knowledge or which is elsewhere, is [cognised as the nature 
of the shukti. In the second view, shukti and silver have a 
distinct and independent existence and they are 1 taken to be 
appearing as indistinct (aprithak). This meaning we have 
to derive from their statement. For in this theory they 
have to accept a ‘samsarga jnana’ (relational cognition) 
which is mental (as in sankhya); or they have to accept 
‘samsargabhimana’ (as in the Prabhakara system). In the 
third view, there is the ‘pratibhasa’ (momentary appe¬ 
arance) of the form of silver for the shukti. 

Since ‘smriti rupa’ has been found in all the views to 
be so significant, and since this implies only perceptual 
contact and dosha, does it mean that we need not emplia. 
size the three factors ? No. “For, smriti rupatva’ and 
‘purva drishtatva’ are factors common to all the theories of 
adhyasa. 


Nir adhishthana bhrarna 

Objection : An erroneous cognition is the knowle- 
ge of the padartha (object) itself arising from the dosha 
like avidya and from the samskaras of the previous errone- 
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ous cognitions. The erroneous cognition does not stand 
in need of a real object and in need of the ‘pramana karana 
like the sense-contact. As such this cognition, says the 
nihilist Buddhist, has no ‘adhishthana’. 

Reply s In the absence of the ‘adhishthana’ conveyed 
by the word ‘paratva’ of the definition, we have to accept’ 
niradhishthanadhyasa which is illogical. To avoid such 
an illogical conclusion this word ‘paratra* (in the 'external) 
is employed. We can neither perceive nor ^conceive such 
an adhyasa which is devoid of an adhishthana. Even the 
appearance of the ‘kesondraka’ has its basis (locus) in the 
‘tejo avayava’. 

Is error the mere knowledge of the ‘padartha’ ? Or is 
it the product of causes like avidya? If the first alternative 
is true, then t even the knowledge of ‘sunya’ would hav e 
to be a case of error. It is the knowledge of an object at 
a place other than its own. The Buddhist argument is 
c nir upapattika\ (unfounded). If the second alternative 
is taken, then by the method of agreement and difference 
we can say that the locus too "is cognised. 

Objection : There is the ‘samvit’ (consciousness) 
which apprehends the silver, and there is the silver which 
is apprehended only by the ‘samvit*. From this it can be 
argued that it is a case of ‘sadhishthana bhrama’ where 
one is the locus for the other. As such we need not bring 
in as the locus a third real entity. The seed is the locus of 
the plant, and the plant is the locus of the seed. 

Now, the locus is "always different from that which is 
adhyasta. If one is the locus of the other they ought to 
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imply mutually one another and this is impossible. But 
such is seen in the relationship between the seed and the 
plant. 

Reply : In the ‘bijankura’ (seed and plant) rela¬ 
tion we do not find that one is the cause of the other in a 
mutual relation. For this seed gives a plant and' the plan t 
gives rise to a new seed. The new seed gives rise to a 
different plant. In this way we [.do not (have ‘anyonyasra- 
yata’ (vicious circle) but only a ‘karana parampara’ (an 
infinite causal series). On the other hand the samvit which 
apprehends the silver is taken to be the. locus of the silver; 
and .the silver is the locus of the same samvit. This is 
impossible. 

Objection : The silver has its locus in the samvit 
The silver has its locus in the previous samvit; and the 
samvit has its locus in its own object. In this way we can 
assume an infinite series here also. 

Reply : Then the preseat samyit is the locus of the 
silver which comes in the next moment; and the silver of 
that moment is the locus for the samvit of the next 
moment. In this way we have to argue; and this will put 
an. end to the momentary nature of cognition or knowledge. 
For, the samvit of the previous moment must continue to 
be there so,that tne silver of this mement may. be adhyasta 
on it. 

Objection : Even in the ‘bijankura’, we do not find 
both the seed and its ‘ankura’ coexisting even though, one 
is the ‘upadana’ (material cause) of the other. 
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Reply : Here too it is not the mere 'bijankura para- 
mpara’ (causal series or chain) that can bring about the 
‘anvayi karanatva siddhih’. In bringing about the plant, 
the seed as a cause functions not by itself but by undergoing 
a series of changes. And by the time the plant comes up, 
the seed is no longer there as the seed. The seed is ‘anvita’ 
(involved) with the plant. It exists in the plant and as the 
plant. If this were not there, there, can be no plant. That 
it is not the mere ‘bijankura parampara’ is established by the 
‘pratiti’ (apprehension) and by. the factual data also. Those 
entities (avayavah) which function together (anugatah) as 
giying rise to the ‘bijady arambha’, they constitute the 
‘upadana’. This does not mean that the seed etc., is 
useless. The seed apd the ‘ankura’ have the mutual ‘nirni- 
fta naimiitikata sambandha’ (casual relationship). 

Objection : Just like this, we may say that the 
samvit is prior ‘anyita’ (fused) with the latter, viz., the 
silver ; and that the former is the ‘adhyasa nimitta’ for the 
latter. 

Reply : There is no pramana for this. We accept 
that the seed is the cause and that the ‘ankura’ (plant) is 
the effect because this is seen (drishtatvat). No such rela¬ 
tionship is seen between the samvit and the silver. The rela¬ 
tionship between the seed and the ‘ankura’ is seen in cer¬ 
tain cases and we extend it to all seeds in so far as they are 
seeds. Since this is seen to.be a fact there, is no fallacy of 
infinite regress. As regards the relationship between the 
samvit and the silver, we have to assume their casual rela¬ 
tion in the very beginning. It is not an assumption based on 
experience, but on a faulty, analogy. As such this relation- 
-hip is not a ‘drishta parampara’ (proven serves) but an 
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andha parampara (unproven series). The andha parampara 
alone involves the infinite regress. 

All erroneous cognitions are of the form ‘this is silver’* 
‘this is a snake’. Here we have two entities conveyed by the 
‘this’ and the Silver’. The ‘this’ is the locus ; and as such 
it is said that error is ‘paratra paravabhasah’ (an other app¬ 
earing as another elsewhere). Even if we examine the latter 
negative judgment, we will have to admit the ‘adhishthana’. 
We find that the object which is apprehended as giving the 
erroneous cognition, does not admit the ‘bhranty amsa’ be¬ 
cause of the knowledge of another ‘visishtamsa’. This ne¬ 
gation too implies that the previous cognition is a ‘sadhi- 
shthara bhrama’ (of error grounded in a fact). 

First there is the cognition ‘this is silver’ and later we 
negate the silver. If there is no ‘avadhi’ in the form of the 
‘this’, there cannot arise such a negative judgment’. 

Objection s Instead of the negation taking the form 
of‘this is not a snake’, it is also seen to have the form of‘not 
a snake’. Inference and the word of elders do thus give us 
merely the ‘sarpabhava’ (non-snakes) and not the ‘amsan- 
tara’ as qualified by the ‘abhava’ of the snake. 

Reply : But even in such cases, there arises the ques¬ 
tion ‘what is this’ ? We then find the locus (avadhi) to be 
the object in itself which exists before us. There too we 
apprehend the mere object as qualified by the negation of 
the snake ; for the negation implies the object mistaken. 

Objection : Take the statement, ‘Pradhanam nasti* 
(there is no prakriti), where the pradhana’ is taken to be the 
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cause of the word ; and where it means the three constitu¬ 
ent ‘gunas’. In this negative judgement we are not appre¬ 
hending any other object as qualified by the negation of the 
pradhanaorofthethree gunas ; for the pradhana cannot 
, be said to be adhyasta on any other entity. 


Reply •: When we negate the pradhana as being the 
cause of the world, something which is the cause is there 
as the basis of this negation. 


Another explanation of the negative judgement is 
possible. In all erroneous cognitons the ‘alambana’ is the 
witnessing consciousness; and this has been found by us 
earlier. And even in the negation of the alleged niradhi- 
shthana niravadhika bhrama’, we have this consciousness 
as the ‘adhishtana’ for error and as the ‘avadhi’ for nega¬ 
tion. When we negate the ‘kesondraka that which is nega¬ 
ted is the reality of the kesondraka and not the reality of 
our apprehension (‘bodha’); and this ‘bodha’ implies the 
‘sakshin’ as the ‘avadhi’. 


Objection : When there is the negation of the 
object, there is also the negation of that knowledge. So 
with the negation of the error, there must be also the nega¬ 
tion of the“sakshi caitanya’ which makes the object appear 
thus. As sucn ‘sakshin’ cannot be the locus. 


Reply : This conclusion is impossible since that 
which is negated is only the ‘kesondraka’ appearance of the 
‘sakshin’ and not the sakhini itself. The ’sakshm * not 
negated since it is also the sakshin of the negation ai 
since it is ulso the cause of further erroneous cognitions. 
It remains as the ‘adhishthana’ [or ‘avadhi’. 
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Negation, then, involves or implies the reality of the 
‘avadhik Without the ‘avadhi 4 there can be no knowledge 
of negation. And this ‘avadhi’ itself is not therefore ne¬ 
gated. This ‘sakshin’ or ‘avadhi’ is not negated since it 
is not internally differentiated. Such an ‘avadhi’ is that 
consciousness which is ’kutastha’ and c approkshaika rasa’. 

There is then a locus for all erroneous cognitions. In 
such a case even the ‘adhyasta’ cannot be ‘sunya\ It is 
not an unreal (asat) entity, for an unreal entiity is not capa¬ 
ble of appearing (pratibhasa) immediately and^directly. If we 
deny the mere appearance as such, there is no error. Such 
a denial would be as meaningless as the statement, the 
sunya does not appear’. If it does not appear, how can we 
s ay it is sunya ? If it appears, it is no longer sunya. 

Objection : All that is adhyasta is sunya or unreal 
even according to your view. 

Reply : Who said that ? We have often repeated 
that it is of the nature of avidya which is beginninglesss and 
which is ‘anirvacaniyak It is distinct from the .sunya of 
the Buddhists. And if we say that the silver is ‘asat’ we 
only mean that it is different from ’sat’, and not that it is 
unreal. 

Objection : Daring the erroneous cognition the 
error may have the nature of ‘anirvacaniyatva’. But when 
there arisesThe negative judgement, we say ‘this is not sil¬ 
ver’. This negation implies the sunyatva of silver. If 
when true knowledge arises, avidya is seen to be unreal 
(nirupakhya* asat); and hence why cannot we speak of it as 
‘asat’. 



Vivaranam 


129 


Reply : All the theories agree that even though the 
object (viz., silver) exists during the cognition, it is non¬ 
existent after the negative judgement arises. We accept 
this much and you can say that it is ‘asat’. 

Objection : The object may be ‘sunya’ after its 
‘vinasa’ (destruction) has taken place. But an object co¬ 
gnised as existent during error, cannot become sunya. It 
exists in some other place 4 

Reply : We have then to ask - Does the ‘badhaka 
jnana’ (cognition of negation) itself make us apprehend the 
reality of silver at some other place ? Or does it mean that 
it is impossible to negate it here ? It cannot be the former, 
for the ‘badhakajnana’ negates only that silver which is 
taken to exist in a specific place and at a specific time. It 
does not imply its existence elsewhere, for we do not have 
the apprehension that ‘that is silver’ after this negation. We 
do not have the apprehension that the silver is at some other 
place and at some other time ; or that it is in ‘buddhi’. A 
sentence enables us to apprehend only that meaning which it 
is capable of conveying. The negative judgment ‘this is not 
silver’ does not have the power to convey the meaning that 
the silver exists elsewhere. And thjs latter meaning is not 
the meaning of the negative judgment. Thus, one takes the 
rope that is far away to be a snake. And an elder who is 
near by tells him that ‘this is not a snake’. This sentence 
only conveys the absence of the snake here, not its existence 
elsewhere ; because this sentence does not have the power 
to give such an apprehension. 

Objection : 'An pbject like silver is apprehended. 
We cannot deny its existence here if we do not assume its 

17) 
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existence elsewhere. Thus through arthapatti (implication) 
we can say that the negative judgment is capable of imply¬ 
ing the existence of silver elsewhere. 

Reply : No. Even arthapatti will not help us in deri¬ 
ving such an implication. If the person who is putting forth 
is a Mimamsaka, he accepts anyatha khyati or akhyati; and 
in both such an interpretation is an impossibility. 

Aryathakhyati rejects samsarga (relation) and yet it is 
cognised as external. In either case negation is possible 
only if the object negated exists immediately. And yet it is 
negated. As regards Akhyati ; there is the exist of the Rit- 
viks from the yajnasala in Jyotishtoma, holding one other’s 
‘kaccha’ (cloth). If the ‘pratiharta’ loses hold of it, there is 
ordained ‘sarvadakshina’ to complete the sacrifice. If the ucL 
gatri loses hold of it, it is ordained that the sacrifice is to be 
completed without ‘dakshina’. If both lose hold of it, we 
should normally take up the ‘sarvasva daksina’; but it is de¬ 
cided that the sacrifice should be completed without ‘da- 
kshina’. The second ‘viccheda’ functions as the ‘badha’ of 
the former. Here only the second case is ordained. 

We cannot say that pravritti itself is prevented in the 
case of the former ; for the prevention of pravritti is not a 
case of ‘badha’. Further take the case of a person having 
his ‘pravritti’ with reference to a sacrifice. He cognises the 
‘pratibandha’ from the king or from the thieves ; and the 
‘pravritti’ is prevented. Yet there is no badha, so far as the 
‘yagadibuddhi’ is concerned. Such an individual may per_ 
form the sacrifice at any time. In spite of the ‘pravritty anu. 
papatti’ with reference to the Yaga, we find the possibility 
of pravritti. 
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The same conclusion arises even if we take a normal 
experience. We apprehend an object in a particular place ; 
and in this adhishthana (ground) we negate it later on. We 
do not assume the existence of the object in another si mil ar 
upadhi. Take the sentence ‘the broken or destroyed pot is 
not here’. The broken or destroyed pot is negated in this 
apprehended place ; and we cannot assume the existence of 
this pot in some other place.’' Thus an object which is neg¬ 
ated in the apprehended here and now cannot be said to 
have its existence in the unapprehended there and then. 

Objection : Then how do you apprehend the totally 
or absolutely non-existent ? 

Reply : What we apprehend is having apprehended 
only ‘anirvaccaniya mithya vastu sadbhava’ ‘(existence of 
the nonreal which is inexplicable). And this is arrived 
at from our pratiti. 

Objection : There was silver before, and it is not 
there now. These jlfacts tell us that the negation [has be¬ 
come possible because of the difference in the time of the 
apprehensions. 

Reply : No. What is said to be not existing in all 
the three tenses is only the empirically real silver. With 
reference to such a silver we say that such a silver, which 
does not have its adhishthaana there (which is nirupa— 
dhika) is not there. The negation refers to the empi¬ 
rical silver and not to the praatibhaasika (apparent) 
silver. From the negation of the |empirical silver we get. 
at the apprehended silver through implication's being 
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the ‘mithyaa rajatak Hence after the negation we are 
able to refer to the apprehended content as ‘mitliyava 
rajatam abhaatk 

Instead of this, if we were to admit the difference in 
time, it ought to be the real silver. The immediate app¬ 
rehension of ‘this is no snake’ refers only to the ‘abhaava’ 
of the snake and not to its existence else where. For, the 
apprehension settles down to the ‘this* and we say ‘this is 
a rope’. Hence we speak only of the apprehended ‘adhis- 
thaanak 

The cognition of the this as a rope negates the snake. 
This arises from the sense-contact. The same knowledge 
might arise al so from the sentence ‘this is no snake’. In 
both cases we are left with the ‘adhishtnana’ and not with 
the snake that exists elsewhere. Hence there can be no 
‘adhyasa’ which has no ‘adhishtanak 

If so, let the definition be only ‘paratra purva drish- 
taVabhasah (seeing outside what was seen earlier), for 
smriti rupatva (form or nature of memory) seems to be in¬ 
consistent with the definition. 

Yes, the knowledge of an object seen before has 
‘smrititva’ (quality of memory) only, and not smritiru- 
patva’ (form of memory). But we cannot speak of adhyasa 
for the ‘smriti vishaya’ (object of memory). So let the 
definition be only ‘paratra smriti rupavabhasahk Then we 
mean by it that an object having ‘smriti rupa’ is apprehen¬ 
ded elsewhere. ‘Smriti rupatva’ qualifies ‘paravabhasak 
If there is no ‘purva drishtatva’ we cannot attribute 
‘smriti rupatva’. 
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Yes, the expression ‘purvadrishta (seen earlier) is 
employed for the sake of clarity (Padmapada). 

Erroneous cognition needs a locus with which we have 
the contact of'the eye. Then we can drop ‘smriii rupa’ 
from the definition. Does the wdrd ‘smriti rupa’ mean 
that the erroneous cognition arises from the samskara ? 
Or that it involves the te ‘sambheda’ (fusion) of the past 
experience with the present one ? Or that which has 
similarity with memory ? 

When there is a doubt like this, the author of the Tika 
proceeds to make clear that it means only ‘samskara janya- 
tvarii’. As such he says that it is the appearance (avabhasa) 
of something that was seen (dxishta) earlier. It is not the 
appearance of the earlier perception (darsana). The other 
apprehended is the ‘sajatiya’ (similar to) the object seen 
earlier ; and this makes us accept it to be ‘anirvacaniya 
rajata’. If it is said to be a case of ‘bhranti’ (illusion)only 5 
we reply that we have the appearance of a real object hav¬ 
ing the ‘mithya vastu sambheda’ (fusion with the unreal). 
Otherwise many cognitions which are not erroneous would 
become erroneous. This is the logical argument given so 
far. However adhyasa is also ‘lokanubhava siddha (fact 
of experience): It does not mean that the logical argument 
is useless. 

Sankara refers to our experience in the world and this 
experience goes to prove the validity of adhyasa. And he 
has given the definition of the svarupa (nature) of adhyasa 
which is ‘loka siddha’. Logical argument can only support 
this fact of experience ; as such it is not necessary to multi¬ 
ply the arguments. 
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Samkara gives two illustrations. The first is: • shuktika 
appears like silver’, and the second is ; ‘one moon appears 
as two’. 

Objection : The first sentence does not represent the 
erroneous cognition, for we apprehend ‘this silver’ only. 
We are not then aware of it as shukti appearing like the 
silver. This sentence does not represent even a negation 
for in the negative judgment We do not say that ‘this is not 
like silver’. It is not the shukti but the silver that appears; 
as such the words ‘shuktika 5 and ‘rajatavat’ (like silver) in 
the sentence are faulty. 

Reply : With reference to the ‘badbaka jnana’ (cog¬ 
nition of negation), it is said that shukti appeals like silver; 
and this presents the definition of adhyasa. Either reference 
to the object of the ‘badhaka jnana’ or the implication of 
the ‘badhaka jnana’ establishes adhyasa and makes out the 
apprehended content to be ‘mithya rajata’. This object be¬ 
ing mithya it is employed with the suffix ‘vat’ as ‘rajatavat 5 . 
Thus this sentence is expressed keeping in mind both the 
lakshana 5 and the ‘lakshya’ of adhyasa (difinition and the 
object). 

The true knowledge which arises later on reveals that 
the this is the shukti which is real. With reference to this 
real shukti Samkara has employed shuktika in the example. 
The shukti has the svarupa (form) of the non-silver with 
which we have the contact; and since it appeared as having 
the ‘mithyarajata sambheda’, he has employed ‘rajatavat’. 
Due to the temporary doshas and from the later negation 
we are able to comprehand the silver as mithya. When we 
speak of the ‘mithyarajata sambheda’ with the shukti, we 
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employ ttie word mithya to describe or define the apprehen¬ 
ded silver, not to exclude the other silver. We refer to this 
■silver as mithya not by recognising its difference from the 
real silver. 

Objection : If the silver is mithya, since it is pre¬ 
dicated of the this, the this too ought to be mithya. And 
when the this is mithya, we have ‘nir adhishthana bhrama’. 


Reply : The silver is not the object of the (asampra- 
yukta) sense contact; and the appearance (avabhasa) of the 
thisness does not belong to the silver. 


Objection: If the silver does not have the contact 
■with the eye, how can we say that it is immediately cogni¬ 
sed ? 


Reply : But the silver is cognised as being in the this 
with which we have the contact. Those who have the 
samskaxa are able to cognise the silver immediately be¬ 
cause of some defect or the other. And it is the sense 
organ having the defect that gives rise to this knowledge. 
It is an immediate experience arising in the perceptual one. 


Thus in the example of the shutika we find the silver 
to be the anatma (not-self) of the this with which we have 
the sense-contact. 


Consciousness which is ‘niranjana’ has the 

sa » as the I; and it is that element (amsa) which is the no - 
this; The this is the not-self which is ‘cidavabhasya 
(illumined or manifested by consciousness), .^though 
■here is no “Yusmad arthatva’ (being an object), still m 
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so far as there is ‘cidavabhasyatva’ we get “the” Yusmad 
artha’ which is the ‘ahamkara’ and which is adhyasta on 
consciousness. This is the implication of the first example. 
The second example implies the ‘bhedavabhasa’ (appea¬ 
rance of difference) between the self and the Absolute; and 
this is the ‘anatma rupo bhedavabhasah v 

Objection : ‘Ahamkaradi samghata’ is adhyasta on 
the self which is ‘advitiya caitanya prakasatman’, (non¬ 
dual, self-luminous consciousness). This self is the percipi¬ 
ent and to explain the adhyasa here we require three 
factors. First, in every adhyasa we have a locus which is 
distinct from the adhyasta; and so we require an adhish- 
thana. Secondly, there should be a ‘pramana jnana’ 
which can give us valid knowledge of the adhishthana* 
Thirdly we need a percipient. Here we have to say that 
the self is all these three factors. 

This implies a good deal. There is one dosha belong¬ 
ing to the locus, another attached to the percipient, and a 
third possessed by the ‘prama karana* (instrument of know, 
ledge). Then all these doshas must be said to be in the 
self. 

This is not true, for the self is pure. Consciousness 
Is the knowledge that makes us apprehend the adhyasa and 
the ‘vishaya’; and this consciousness is not something 
which comes into existence now or hereafter. If the n t. 
self is adhyasta on the self, we cannot get that knowledge 
which requires the three causes - viz., samskara, sense- 
contact with the object ^nd the doshas; and these causes 
are essential in all erroneous cognitions. The adhishthana 
in every adhyasa has a general (samanya) nature and a spe¬ 
cific element out of which only the former is cognised. 
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The self then ought to be the adhishthana whose genera* 
nature alone is cognised and not the specific nature. Bu$ 
such a thing is impossible in the case of the self. And 
finally the adhishthana must exist external to the percipient. 
All difficulties make the anatmadhyasa on the self impos¬ 
sible, Hence the objector asks; 

The object exists external to the percipient in every 
adhyasa. Here we have the ‘karana dosha’, the doshas ltk e 
timira (darkness) attached to the sense-organs. Due to 
these doshas we apprehend only one ‘arnsa’ of the object 
and we are prevented from cognising the other ‘axnsa’. 
Such a thing is not possibla here. The self is not brought 
about by any cause other than itself; and this rules out the 
<amsavabhasa’ (non-appearance) due to the dosha of the 
cause; This is impossible with regard to consciousness, 
which is ‘niramsa’ (partless) and ‘svayam jyothi’ (seif- 
luminous). But is it not a fact that there is the anava- 
basha of Brahma svarupa ? No, for if this were trues 
this ‘anavabhasa’ would not give rise to the ‘anavabhasa* 
and ‘viparyasa’ of the self. When the shukti is not appre¬ 
hended, do we have the non-apprehension or ‘viparyasa* 
of the pillar ? 

But the self is not different from Brahman, for it is 
said ‘anena jivena atmana anupravisya’. And hence this 
non-apprehension may be said to belong only to the self. 

If this position were accepted then it is absolutely 
impossible to have avidya in the self. The self is of the 
nature of vidya. And the text Tasya bhasa sarvam idam, 
goes to show that everything is made manifest only by the 
consciousness which is the self (Padmapada). 

18 ) 
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In the case of a normal erroneous cognition, we appre¬ 
hend the general nature of the object and we have the non¬ 
apprehension of its specific nature. Likewise we cannot 
infer the same process as regards the self by cognising its 
general nature of existence and by the non-apprehension o f 
its specific nature as constituted by ‘cit’ and ‘ananda’. We 
cannot do so because the self is not ‘karanantara ayatta’ 
(brought about by other causes), and because it is devoid of 
parts. Whether the self is ‘madhyama parimana’ or ‘anu’ 
or ‘ananta’ it is ‘nir amsa’ (without parts). 

Objection : It may be ‘niramsa’. But so is 
‘akasa’ which does fully manifest its nature. 

Reply: Such a thing is impossible for the self beca¬ 
use it is ‘svayam jyotih’. Such an entity has ‘avabhasa’ 
completely as long as it exists. It is fully luminous. Such 
axe the passages ‘atrayam purusah svayam jyotih’, ‘atmai- 
vasya jyotih’ etc. 

Objection : By ‘jyotih’ we cannot mean the mere 
‘prakasaguna’ (quality called light) since that would make 
the self something that has a property (‘guna’). Hence we 
should say that ‘jyotih’ is a substance like ‘prakasaguna’ 
There is a pot and the knowledge of a pot, and the know¬ 
ledge of a pot. The relation between these two is ‘guna 
nishtha’ (having quality as its locus) because it is ‘jnana 
nishtha’. In the absence of the guna these two cannot be 
related and so we speak of jnana as being the guna. Like¬ 
wise jyotih may be taken to be a ‘pralcasavad dravyam’. 
(substance like light). This ‘prakasa’ is the ‘janya’ (pro¬ 
duct) of the self; and from the knowledge of this ‘janya’) 
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(viz. prakasa), we speak of the self as having the "prakasa 
guna’; and hence it is called jyotih' (luminous). 

Reply : This is impossible. There is "anyanimitta 
prakasa samsarga’ (relation with light caused by another ) 
for all entitles. And to show that such a thing is impossi¬ 
ble in the case of the self, it is explicity said that it is "sva- 
yamjyotih*. And the word "eva* in the second passage 
clearly states that the self itself is its own jyotih. 

Objection : Why can’t we say that there is no "kara- 
kantara apeksha’ (related to another agent) here; and that 
as such the self creates knowledge in itself by itself, whence 
the word "svayam'’ is an adjective ? 

Reply : No; for the substantive is jyotih itself 
whence it does not stand in need of a "karakantarah 

Further, knowledge is not something that newly comes 
into existence; and when we reject jnana "janma’ (coming 
of knowledge into existence), there can be no "karakapeksa’ 
(reflexive relation). 

Objection : The knowledge of the object is seen to 
come into existence, to arise from the object. As such we 
do find that there is "jnana janma’. 

Reply : No. We speak of the "prakasa guna’ of the 
self because of the "prakasa’ itself. This "prakasa’ only 
reveals that the substance has come into existence. Take 
eg. the "pradipa’ (lamp) which is said to have "prakasa*. 
The"pradipa’ is its "asraya’ and the upadhi ; and in this up- 
adhi we find the substance comipg into existence. We do 
not find the prakasa coming into existence jui the pradipa ; 
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but we only see the pradipa coming into existence since it 
is manifested by the prakasa. From this we have to con¬ 
clude that the word jyotih does not mean that a ‘prakasa 
guna’ is born in the self. 

The argument is : Anything that has an asrayopadhi, 
(conditioned by the locus) is not born'in its asrayopadhi 
because it is prakasa itself ; and the ‘pradipa prakasa’ is the 
illustration. 

There is the ‘jnana paxinama (evolutionary process of 
knowledge) in the antahkarana, and this is generally known 
as 'vritti jnana’ (psvehosis). Even when there is this vritti— 
jnana there is no ’prakasa gunodaya’ ; for the vritti jnana 

i. not really jnana, though we speak of it as jnana. The 
antuhkarana is a substance like ‘prakasa’ ; the vritti jnana 

j, .111 cvolutc of this antahkarana. Just as clay is evolved 
>nto the forms of pot etc., so does antahkarana have the 
c.olution into the form of knowledge. Both the antahka- 
i.ttu and the pot are ‘jadu’ ; but one is seen to have the 
‘pukusa guna’ and the other not. This is because the anta- 
h\ .u.ttu is by nature a ‘prakasa guna vad dravya’. 

When we speak of vishaya jnana (knowledge of the 
obji-at. docs the word jnana mean ‘svarupa jnana’ or vritti’? 
V where do we find Swanipa jnana’ to be that which 
. into existence. So it may be said that we do find 
fl.it the vritti comes into existence in the antahkarana. But 
it jiuna that brings about the .arthaprakasa’ (manifesta- 
! at i«) the object) for the knower ; and this jnana has its 
t ,o. a m the self, if we can make such a distinction only 
i. ihr 'i;tke of convenience. And when the word jnana is 
applied u> the vritti, it is purely a conventional (aupaca- 
i . ,u, .»ml n>d a real usage. 
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Nor can jnana, be a substance having the self as its 
c asraya\ If jnana has ‘prakasa guna’, it means that the 
self has this property ; and in such a case the self cannot be 
“svayam jyotih’ (self-luminous). 

Objection : The 'Prakasa’ has its 'asrayopadhi’ in 
the antakarana, and it is not born in this upadhi. Then as 
the ‘jada prakasa guna’ it may not come into being ; but it 
can come into being as ‘cit prakasa guna’. 

Reply : No. Take the mirror in which is reflected 
the face. The prakasa is already there whence the reflection 
becomes possible. It reflects the face when the face is pre¬ 
sent and does not reflect it when the face is not there. And 
when the mirror is covered with dust etc., there is no destru¬ 
ction of the ‘prakasaguna’ but only the prevention of the 
‘prakasa guna’ from appearing. Now, the self has its ‘asra. 
vopadhi’ which it illumines, and in which it does not come 
into being. And what we say is the ‘tirodhana nirakarana’ 
(negation of the disappearance) of the vidyamana prakasa 
(illumination that is present) only. When the dust is rubbed 
off, the mirror is again able to reflect. 

Objection : But the prakasa guna seems to come 
into existence only when there is the pradipa. 

Reply : In the case of the pradipa that which comes 
into existence is the pradipa itself and not the prakasa guna. 

The self is spoken of as ‘prajnana ghana’ (integral 
knowledge) and it can be ‘prajnana ghana’ only when it is 
completely ‘prajnana’ alone. This expression tells us that 
the self is caitanya jyotih (effulgence that is consciousness) 
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and not ‘jada jyotih'. Likewise we have passages ‘vijna- 
nam anandam’, ‘prajnanam anandam brahma’ etc. 

Objection : ‘In vijnanam brahma’ we have only 
‘jnatr abedha’ (non-difference from knower) and not 
‘bodha abheda’ (non-difference from knowledge). By 
jean a we should mean ‘bhavartha’ and not ‘jnatritva* 
(knower-ness). Jnana means knowledge and not the 
knower. 

Reply : ‘Bhavartha’ is ‘kriyatmaka’ (having the 
nature of an activity) and knowledge is not an act but an 
existent state. 

Further, it is easier and better to accept ‘ananya nimi- 
tta prakasatva (uncaused luminosity) for the self. The pra- 
kasa is not something which comes into being from out¬ 
side (agantuka), because it has no prior non-existence. 
There is no pramana to prove that prakasa guna comes to 
the self from some vhere. 

Objection : There is an element in the nature of 
Brahman which is not cognised or apprehended; and this 
is a fact of experience - ie., there is the ‘anavabhasa’ (non- 
appearance) of Brahma svarupa. 

Reply : Then just as in the case of the shukti there 
will be the ‘anavabhasa’ and ‘viparyaya’ (opposite) for 
Brahman only. There is no valid means to show that the 
self is identical with Brahman, yet the ‘anavabhasa’ and 
‘viparyaya’ cannot be for the self. 

Objection : When two substances have no causa 
relation, they may both have the ‘samanadhikaraya’ (ap- 
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position) in the same substance as in tf so yam devadattah’ 
(this is that Devadatta). Likewise, since there is only one 
substance, the ‘anavabhasa’ and ‘viparyaya’ will belong 
only to the self, 

ii'eply : Then due to "jnana prakasa virodha’ (nega¬ 
tion of luminosity of knowledge) and due to the absence 
of the ‘asraya vishaya bheda’ (difference of the locus and 
its object). Brahmam cannot be the asraya of ajnana. 

So far the Purvapaksa is stated and explained. 

Reply : At first Padmapada proceeds to show the 
*avidya karana dosha samsarga’ (relation of the causal de¬ 
fect of avidya for consciousness. This consciousness refers 
to c advitiyadhishthana brahmatman’ (the ground or locus 
which is the non-dualistic Brahman-self). It is avidya 
that prevents us from having a knowledge of the adhish- 
than a. “There is a dosha even here and it is of the nature 
of 4 agrah ana avidya’ (avidya that does not apprehened) 
which conceals (acchadaka) the prakasa. We come to 
know this from the sruti and frcm arthapatti (impli¬ 
cation).” 

We have earlier eslablished ajnana through; e perception 5 
inference and arthapatti; and now we proceed to explain 
the same from sruti and arthapatti. 

There are surti passages like “anritena hi pratyudhah* 
and "‘anxsaya socati muhyamanah”. Now in deep sleep 
there can be no mithyajnana ; and even though the bhrama 
samskaras (impressions of illusion) exist, they are not able 
to prevent a right cognition. A temporary non-apprehen- 
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sic»n is not opposed to an apprehension that is ‘svatah sid- 
dh;f (seif existent). And the ‘svarupa caitanya’ itself gives 
tiie ‘brahma svarupavabhasa’. Yet Brahman is not cogni¬ 
sed as Brahan. That which prevents the avabhasa of such 
a Brahman is here called ‘anrita’.This ‘anrita’ is the ‘mithya 
vastu’ which is the condition preventing the ‘avabhasa’. 
Such a condition is distnict from the irdthya jnana, from the 
sumshara of the erroneous cognitions and from non-appre¬ 
hension. 

fn the second passage quoted above we find that ‘Isva- 
rata’ (Good-hood) is ‘svabhavasiddha’. And yet the indivi¬ 
dual cognises himself as ‘anisvara’. Such a fact is due to 
the n<'-ii-appi'chcnsion of Tsvaratva. This Isvaratva is some¬ 
thin)', that comes and goes. And the non-apprehension ex¬ 
cesses hself as sorrow which is to be traced to ‘moha’. 
11,;, ‘moha' is the same as ajnana. 

We can also refer to ‘Na tam vidatha ya iraa jajana 
any.it jushuukam antaram badhuva/niharena pravrita jal- 
pj, a i .isutnpa uktha sasas caranti”. This ‘nihara’ is synon- 
siim .is with ttunas (darkness) and ajnana. From this it i s 
eudent that nihara (frost) which has enveloped the self is 
the ^ ,uise - >1 not apprehending Brahmam and is also the 
ca«v; of the ‘jalpyatvady adhyasa’ (super imposition of 
!utile things due to prattling). 

\p,im the text - “Avidyayam antare vartamana nany- 
auhrcyo UHhyantc w -explains that avidya is the cause of 
the ‘ ,rcyo rupa brahma aparijnana’ (Non-apprehension of 
rhe Br.iiim.tm-hiiss) and of the ‘kriya‘karakadhyasa’ (suuper 
imposition oi agent and act). 
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Similar texts are “ajnanenavritam jnanam tena muhya- 
nti” and so on. 

Arthapatti also gives the same conclusion. We know 
that there is ‘bandha nivritti’ (cessation of bondage) only 
when there is the knowlepge of Brahman, and yet Brahman 
is not known earlier. This must be due to a cause which 
is related to adhyasa. Thus we assume avidya because of 
the ‘phala sruty anupapatti’. Or we can arrive at the same 
conclusion from the ‘vidhananupapatti’ since there is a 
command that Brahman should be apprehended. This is 
possible only if the §elf does not know Brahman earlier. 
There must be a cause forthe‘anavabhasa' of Brahma svarupa; 
and such an ‘adhyasa hetu’ must have the self as its asraya. 

Ajnana is apprehended by the Sakshin. That which is 
apprehended must be valid ; but these pramanas are only 
intended to show that jnana is not an abhava (negative ent¬ 
ity) and hence they are not useless. 

Objection: But the self is said to be not different 
from Brahman. Then ajnana may be posited in Bra¬ 
hman. 

Reply: Does it mean that this contention is based 
on the identity of the self with Brahman ? We have three 
alternatives- 

i) Is there c asraya vishaya bhedanupattf (incompati¬ 
bility of the difference between the locus and its object) be¬ 
cause of the identity ? Or 

19) 
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ii) Does it mean that ‘avidyasrayatva’ (being the locus 
of avidya) is inconsistant with the nature of Brahman, viz, 
consciousness ? Or 

iii) Does it mean that if there is avidya. Brahman 
cannot be sarvajna ? 

i) To begin with the first alternative. Ajnana does 
not require an asraya which is distinct from its ‘vishaya’. I 
has its asraya in a place which it also envelopes. It fulfills 
two functions at a single stroke. It is like darkness which 
conceals or hides its own asraya and which thus has a two¬ 
fold function. It realises these functions in so far as it is 
‘akriyatmaka’ (non-action) and is an ‘avarana’. 

The pot is ‘mrinnishtha' (having its locus in clay) be 
cause its upadana is clay. The clay is its asraya ; and yet 
it exists at a place which is its asraya. Likewise 'darkness 
has its asraya in its upadana ; and it can still have another 
asraya which it envelopes. It does not manifest these two 
So is ajnana. Knowledge involves two distinct factors-an 
asraya (locus) and a vishaya (object). But like knowledge 
ajnana does not require these two as distinct from one ano¬ 
ther. But there seem to be these two factors. Thus the 
word ‘agaman.t’ (not-going) conveys the meaning of ‘sthiti’ 
(state). It involves the reference to an object and also to 
an action. But the action being absent there is in reality 
only one reference and not two. 

Like darkness, ajnana envelopes its own avarana and 
it is not inconsistant with its identity with its own asraya. 

. ”) Nor is ajnana inconsistent with the ‘cit prakasa’ 
which is its asraya. It is the knowledge (samvedana) as 
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the C cit prakasa’ that illumines or apprehends this ajnana. 
Even ajnana is rendered possible by being ‘sakshi bhasya\ 
Hence there is no ‘cid asrayatva virodha’ for ajnana. 

In all the three stages (jagrat, svapna and sushupti) 
objects are cognised by the self, and there is the knowledge 
arising from the objects. There is the avabhasakatva of 
the self and this is not inconsistant with its ajnana samban- 
dha. Such a self can be ajnanasraya (locus of ajnana). 

Further, prakasa itself is not opposed to ajnana ; for 
it is not there in ‘ajnana vishaya jnana 5 . Since the self is 
‘svayam prakasa’ we do not find any ‘jnana samsarga viro¬ 
dha’ also. Svaprakasa can have a samsarga (relation) with 
ajnana. There cannot be any samsarga only with the obje¬ 
cts which are illumined not by the self but by something 
else (vishayanam para prakasyanam). 

To show that there is no ‘jnanasamsarga virodha’, ano¬ 
ther argument is given from the standpoint of samvedana. 
Samvedana or knowledge is of the nature of atma svarupa, 
and we find that ajnana has its asraya in this jnana. 

iii) Brahman is sarvajna and is identical with the self.; 
Yet it is the self which is the asraya of ajnana. For the- 
syamatva (blackness) etc., which are adhyasta on the reflec¬ 
tion are not seen in the ’ original bimba. Further there i s 
no virodha between the purity and the ajnana of the self- 
Hence even though the self is identical with Brahman, it is 
not inconsistent to say that the former is the asraya of avi*~ 
dya and that the latter is sarvajna. Moreover, the identity 
itself implies that avidya is there. 
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Hence we assume in the self that avidya which conceals 
the ‘brahma svarupa prakasa\ Ultimately the self has bra- 
hma svarupa. Still the self does not have the real avabo- 
dha (awareness). In the absence of avidya, there ought to 
be not only svarupa abheda but also, the avabodha. And 
if this a\abodha (apprehension or knowledge) is already 
there, texts like ‘tattvam asi* which teach this identity would 
be meaningless. 

The self is identical with Brahman ; and it is svayam 
prakasa and sarvajna. Yet there is the anavabhasa (non¬ 
manifestation) of Brahman. To explain this we assume 
the avidya which is its ‘acchadika’. If there is no such avi¬ 
dya, we have to admit the difference between the self and 
Brahman, and ‘jadyatva’ (unconsciousness) and ‘kincijjna. 
tva’ (non-omniscience) to the self. In such a case all the 
texts teaching avidya and identity would become useless 
and faulty. Such texts eomply the words ‘tamas, anrita, 
nihara, ajnana, avritatva’ etc. These words propound a 
positive entity called ajnana which causes the ‘anavabhasa- 
dhyasa’, and the denial of avidya would amount to inter¬ 
preting ajnana as only jnanabhava (negation of knowledge). 

If the self and Brahman are identical, whence arises 
the distinction between the two, which distinction attributes 
‘avidyasrayatva’ to the one and ‘sarvajnatva’ to the other’ ? 
Three views are propounded to answer the question, i) That 
the self is delimited by antahkarana whence arises the diffe¬ 
rence (view of Bhamati); ii) That it is due to ‘atireka’ 
which is a property that achieves identity - in - difference 
(theory of Bhaskara) ; and iii) That it is due to the ‘amsa- 
msibhava (part and whole 'relation) which is natural and 
not artificial (opinion of Yadava Prakasa). To reject all 
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these views, Padmapada states that “Brahman is the one 
reality which makes the many selves possible, each self be¬ 
ing that which is conditioned (avacchinna) by avidya ; and 
this avidya is *anadi siddhak 

That which envelopes the self is ajnana that is in the 
self; and this ajnana is the upadana for the ‘jiva brahma 
vibhaga adhyasa’ (distinction of Brahmam and self). As 
such ajnana is the cause that delimits or conditions the 
self. It is the upadana even for the ‘avaccheda’ which is 
the ‘pratibhasika adhyasa*. In the absence of this ajnana, 
we cannot explain the appearance of duality (dvaidhibhava) 
for that which is in reality ‘niravayavak Further there are 
the doshas like those of the doer and enjoyer which are 
attributed to the self: and we have shown earlier that these 
doshas are beginningless like the relationship of the seed 
to its ankura (plant); and the upadana for this too is 
ajnana which is therefore said to be ‘anadi siddhak For 
the beginningless process of the adhyasa, viz., that of the 
disrinction between the self and Brahman, the cause is only 
the beginningless avidya. 

i) It cannot be the antahkarana. If the self is con¬ 
ditioned by the antahkarana, the ‘avacheda 5 cannot be 
torn off in reality. The ‘avacchaeda’ (antahkarana) is only 
*vibhramamatra’ (illusory). Even its upadana is no other 
than ajnana. When the true knowledge coires, the antah¬ 
karana stands rejected, and as such it is only a case of 
‘avidyadhyasak The antahkarana becomes the avacchedaka 
only when it is conditioned by its own cause, viz., 
ajnana. 

The antahkarana is real, and it has a beginning. But 
such an entity cannot be the upadhi for the ‘anady avacc- 
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he da’ (the self). In deep sleep the antahkarana is absent 
and we ought to say that the self is unconditioned at that 
time. These are some of the objections against the first 
view. 

Objection s Yet in deep sleep the antahkarama is 
in the ‘sukshmavastha’ (subtle state) and as such can con¬ 
dition The self. 

Reply : Does ‘sukshmata’ mean the absence of its 
parts ? In such a case, it ceases to exist since that which 
has parts has ceased to have parts, or, does it mean the de¬ 
crease in its parts ?* If so, this would differ from that 
which has all its parts, and this would not bring about 
those things which it could otherwise bring. 

Ob jection : It exists potentially in a causal form. 

Reply : Does this mean that only the cause (ajnana) 
remains ? Or does the cause remain along with its effect 
(antahkarana) ? In the farmer case there is no antah- 
karana. In the latter it does not differ from the usual 
antahkarana- 

Objection : The antahkarana remains in the form 
of a cause having a *sakti’ and being aided by the ‘karya 
samskara' ‘Impressions of products). 

Reply : The samskara cannot be the ‘avacchedo- 
padana’ whence in deep sleep every one ought to be libe¬ 
rated. Hence the self is not conditioned by the antah¬ 
karana. 

ii) We cannot assume even ‘atirelca’ also as bringing 
about the distinction between the self and Brahman. 
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Objection z Ajnana cannot explain how this dis¬ 
tinction arises. Now, there is avidya for the self as regasds 
Brahman. Even before avidya is there, there ought to be 
the distinction between the self and Brahmam. Such a 
difficulty does not arise if we accept atireka. 

Reply : Let us admit that there is atireka. This 
would involve the questions "whose’and 'why’; and this 
means that the atireka arises only after the distinction has 
set in. The ‘dharmipratiyogibhava’ is dependent on dif¬ 
ference. One can be the ‘dharmi’ and the other can be 
its j^pratiyogin’ (opposite) only if they differ. They pre¬ 
suppose difference and yet it is difference which makes 
them cclme into existence. This difficulty is common both 
to atireka and to ajnana. The ‘jiva brahmabhava’ puruppo- 
ses ajnana and also brings about ajnana. 

iii) There cannot be a difference based on "amsamsi- 
bhava’ since Brahmam is devoid of parts (niramsa). 

Hence we conclude that avidya alone is the cause of 
the bhedadhyasa (superimposition of difference)* What is 
that to which avidya is related so that it can be a cause of 
difference ? We ask by way of reply : what is that to which 
the mirror is related so that it can be a cause of the "bimba 
bheda’ ? The mirror is related to the face only ; and like¬ 
wise ajnana is related only to the fi cit svarupa’ whence it 
brings out the "jiva brahma vyavahara bhedha’. 

But then ajnana is related only to the e cit svarupa’. 
Yet it gives up its attachment to the Brahma svarupa and 
develops a partiality only to the self. The mirror brings 
about a distinction between the face and its relation, as the 
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pot brings about a difference between the akasa outside it 
and that inside it. Yet they give up their attachment to the 
face and the akasa (that is optside), and show their partia¬ 
lity only to the reflection and the ‘ghatakasa’ respectively. 

What is the asraya of avidya ? It can not have as its 
asraya that svarupa which is qualified by the antahkarana 
because there is no pramana to prove it. 

Objection : There is the apprehension (pratibhasa) 
like T am ignorant’. Since ignorance cannot be attributed 
to another ignorance, we have the experience to say that 
there is here a ‘visishta asraya’ (specific locus). 

Reply : Take the experience C I experience’. If we 
accept the contention of the objector, then even the caitanya 
prakasa would have to find a ‘visishtasraya’. The ‘prati¬ 
bhasa’ alone cannot be the criterion. Experience is cit pia- 
kasa and a ‘visishtasraya’ cannot be cit prakasa. 

Objection : But consider ‘ayo dahati’ (cron is bur¬ 
ning), Burning is a property of fire ; but it is treated as the 
property of the iron here. Because of the fire there is the 
mutual ‘sambandhavabhasa’ (apperance of the relation) bet¬ 
ween the iron and the burning. Likewise experience and 
antahkarana are related to the same self ; as such that which 
belongs to the self is to be attributed to the antahkarana. 
But the antahkarana is apprehended by experience. Hence 
there is no avabhasa for the antahkarana. 

Reply : In this way ajnana and antahkarana too have 
their relation to the same self. Then the apprehension’ 
‘aham ^ajnah’ (I am ignorant) cannot belong to the 
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antahkarana for the antahkarana is conditioned by ajnana. 
Hence the asraya of ajnana is the self and this is corrobo¬ 
rated by the apprehension. Further since the antahkarana is 
the karya (product) of ajnana, it cannot be ajnanasraya 
(locus of ajnana)for that would involve the fallacy of *anyo- 
nyasrayatva (mutual dependence). Further, if avidya is re¬ 
lated only to the antahkarana it should cease in deep sleep ; 
whereas avidya which is related to the self is there in deep 
asleep also. 

Objection : It is inconsistent to speak of mere sva- 

rupa caitanya (consciousness per se) as the asraya. Hence 
we should assume a ‘visishtasraya’ (specific locus). 

Reply : But even this is related to the svarupa cai¬ 
tanya. And if an unconscious entity like the antahkarana 
were to be the asraya of ajnana, it would have to be the 
asraya of the erroneous cognition and of the true knowledge 
as well. 

Objection : If the svarupa caitanya is taken to be 
its asraya, is it not inconsistent with the nature of Brahman? 

Reply : Yes, But instead of assuming two asrayas 
(viz., antahkarana and the self), it is better to assume only 
one asraya which is already established. If the asraya is 
the antahkarana, he who is bound is not the person libera¬ 
ted (mukta). 

Bhaskara argues that if there is ajnana, is it there only 
for the antahkarana. We have to ask him whether the self is 

20 ) 
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sarvajna (omniscient) or ‘kincijjna’? The self is ‘kincijjna’; 
and as such it does not know something at some time or 
other. There is the ‘vishayanavabodha’ (non-awareness of 
the object) for the self. Ajnana is here assumed to have its 
asraya in the self. 

Objection : ‘Agrahana’ (non-apprehension) and 
mithyajnana (erroneous cognition) may have the self as their 
asraya ; but the positive entity jcalled ajnana has only the 
antahkarana as its asraya. 

Reply : What is this ? If it is different from jnana, 
it is only ajnana ; and we too accept that the ‘kacakama- 
Iadi’ defects are forms of ajnana. Ajnana cannot be that 
which is opposed to jnana ; for according to you, jnana and 
ajnana have different asrayas and the same vishayi (subject); 
and yet we do not see that they are opposed to one another. 

Reply : There is no pramana to prove these differ¬ 
ent asrayas. Further take a person who is in .deep sleep. 
His antahkarana which is the instrument of cognition has 
its ‘laya’ (involution) then. From the absence of any 
action on the part of this person, another infers so much 
about his antahkarana etc. This inference ought to dispel 
the ajnana which is in his antahkarana; and this is not 
seen. 

Objection : The kacadi doshas are the cause of the 
erroneous cognition. These doshas have their asraya in 
the instrument of cognition. Likewise, can’t we say that 
ajnana too is ‘karanasraya’ (its cause as its locus) ? 

Reply : Then even the eye would become the 
asraya. 
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Objection : But the eye and other sense organs 
have a beginning. As such they cannot be the f asraya for 
the beginningless ajnana. 

Reply : You should not forget that the antahkarana 
too has a beginning. 

Objection : Accepting ‘satkarya vada’ (evolutionary 
theory) we can say that the antahkarana has no beginning. 

Reply : The same is the case with the sense organs 
like the eye. 

Hence the antahkarana cannot be the asraya of the 
beginningless ajnana. Both for those who have realized 
knowledge and who haven’t; for both these conscious per¬ 
sons only there is stated ‘avritatva’ by the words anrita, 
nihara etc., As such ajnana is not ‘antahkaranasraya’. It 
is ‘caitanyasraya’. 

“Such a Brahman is expressed by the sruti, smriti and 
the scholars of Nyaya”. The sruti texts are like “anyad 
yushmakam antaram babhuva, niharena pravrita jalpya 
ca..” etc. Here we find ajnana to be the cause for the 
vyavahitatva (distinction) between the self and Brahman. 

There is the surti passage - *vibheda janaka jnane 
nasam atyantikam gate/atu mano brahmano bhedam asan- 
ta.m kah karishyati”. 

That there is a beginningless entity called ajnana. 
which is distinct from Brahman is conveyed by the surti 
passage - “prakrtim purusam caiva viddhy anadi ubhav 
api”. That avidya is anadi siddha is conveyed by the 
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word prakriti. Such is also the case in the sruti-mayam 
tu prakritim vidyat. 

Even though the svarupa of Brahman is different from 
that of the ‘mayavacchinna rupa’, the self does not know 
that its real nature is that of Brahman, because of the 
ajnana’ Thus we also read - “anadi mayaya supto yada 
jivah prabuddhyate/ajam anidram asvapnam advaitam 
budhyate sada.” 


Thus we have established that the locus of avidya is 
self which is svayam prakasa. Now, we begin with the 
objection that the svayam prakasa Brahman cannot be the 
avidya vishaya (object of avidya). 

Objection : When other pramanas cannot establish 
the svarupanavabhasa’ of Brahman through avidya, you 
cannot establish avidya only through the sruti and through 
arthapatti. 


Reply s Take the cognition : 6 I do not know that 
which you said’. Here we find that there is avabhasa*for 
that which excludes ajnana. The that which excludes’the 
ajnana has also the pratibhasa (appearance). 

Objection : There we apprehend the general nature 
(samanyakara) only. That which is excluded is the un¬ 
known (anavagata) ‘viseshakara’ (specific form). 

Reply : If the viseshakara is not known it cannot 
have ary avabhasa; and that which has no avabhasa cannot 
be apprehended as the excluded one. 


Objection 

(has ‘avabhasa’) 
one. 


: Now even that which is apprehended 
cannot be apprehended as the excluded 
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Reply : This anupapatti (incompatibility) does not 
affect ajnana. Ajnana is nothing but apratibhasa. Its 
anupapatti is itself an ornament. It is well known that there 
is the pratibhasa. It is nothing but an appearance. 

So Padmapada asl<s : When the object is apprehended,, 
how does the anupapatti arise for the ‘avidya vishaya’ ? 
What is that pramana which conflicts "with sruti and artha- 
patti that have established ajnana ? The objector replies 
that arthapatti itself can disprove it. “When Brahman is 
svayam jyotih and niramsa”, there cannot be any ‘svarupa- 
navabhasa’ of Brahman. 

An object is that which is immediately and directly 
apprehended. Such an ‘aparoksha prakasamanata’ means 
the non-difference of the object from samvit or knowledge. 

The self is ‘bhasamana’ (always manifest) and yet it is 
not apprehended as being distinct from the body. The self 
as separate from the body is not cognised. But that which 
has bhasamana is always ‘adhigata 5 . Such a thing is not 
seen here. 

Now does the difference from the body mean the non¬ 
difference (svarupa abheda) with the atma prakasa which is 
svayam jyotih ? Or does it mean the non-difference in so 
far as its property (dharma) is concerned ? 

If difference is a property, how can we have ‘aparok- 
shatva’ only by having the knowledge of the ‘dharmi* ? In 
the immediate experience of the ‘dharma’etc., we do not 
find the non-apprehension of the difference. We do expe¬ 
rience it or apprehend it immediately. 
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Hence Padmapada says that “the enjoyer has the ‘Tear- 
yakarana sanghatadhyasa* (super imposition of the causal 
aggregate) whence he is not able to cognise the self as dis¬ 
tinct from the self which is svayam jyotih”, To this the 
objection is ; The enjoyer is not svayam jyotih ; but is one 
apprehended as the *aham pratyaya c (object of I). Padma¬ 
pada states that he will explain later on how the enjoyer is 
svayam jyotih. 

The self, then is apprehended not as united to the body 
but as distinct from the body. 

This position is objected to. The self is not apprehen¬ 
ded as distinct from the body because we do not have the 
‘bheda jnana samagri’ (the knowledge of difference). We 
have the self and the body. To cognise the difference, we 
require not the knowledge of the self and of the body, but a. 
third knowledge which alone comprehends difference. In 
having the knowledge of the padartha we aie also having 
the knowledge of difference. As such when I say ‘aham* 

I have the knowledge of the 6 atma padartha '; and this- 
knowledge itself gives us the knowledge of difference. This y 
itself is the required pramana. Prior to this third know¬ 
ledge there can be no apprehension of difference, and then 
the two terms being intermixed there can be no knowledge 
of the dharmi and its pratiyogin. And in the absence of 
this knowledge there can be no knowledge of difference. As 
Padmapada puts the objection : How is it that the enjoyer 
who is the svayam jyotih does not have the prakasa as be¬ 
ing distinct from or as excluding the ‘karya karana san- 
ghata’ ? 

The reply : Everywhere the cause for the non-appre¬ 
hension of difference is only the ‘samsargadhyasa’ (rela- 
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tional super-imposition). The self is distinct from the body. 
Then to explain the ‘dehatma buddhi’ (apprehension of the 
body as the I or self), we may have to adopt either ‘adhya- 
tma’ or ‘gaunatva’. To take the first alternative. In every 
adhyasa, that which is not cognised or apprehended or app¬ 
rehended is the difference ; and the absence of the appre¬ 
hension of difference must be accepted, Such a ‘samsarga- 
dhyasa’ is the condition for the non-apprehension of diffe¬ 
rence. In ‘aham manusyah’ (I am a man) the apprehension 
of identity between the two persons is then really mithya. 
To this one might say that it is not mithya, but only ‘gauna’ 
{metaphorical). ‘Padartha pratyaksa’ itself gives cognition 
of difference ; and the ‘samanadhikaxanya’ (being in appo- 
sitiny) of the two terms constitutes only a ‘gaunavabhasa^ 
{indirect appearance). Sankara himself would later on 
explain how this is not true. 

Now the ‘gaunavadi’ raises an objection. 

Objection : If the T in ‘aham manusyah’ has no 
*samanadhikarana’ (similar Iccvs) with the body, then it 
would mean that there is a self apart from the body ; for 
there is no such ‘pratyaya’ as the ‘I’ for another who does 
not apprehend like that. Even agama (revealed testimony) 
and inference are not capable of disproving it since it is a 
perceptual experience. Any pramanah has validity only if 
it does not contradict the perceptu al experience. 

But it might be argued that as in the case of the per¬ 
ception of two moons, that which is perceptually cogm'sed 
is mithya. As such agama (revealed testimony) and infere¬ 
nce alone have validity and that which is negated is the per¬ 
ceptual condition. Where the perceptual cognition is based 
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on the absence of any discrimination, there let inference 
etc., establish its invalidity at once and let the perceptual 
experience come to naught. But where the cognitions are 
fully supported by discrimination and the like, there infe¬ 
rence etc., cannot make out the perceptual cognition to be 
mithya' That a perceptual cognition to be ‘mithya’ can 
be made out only by examining the strength or otherwise 
of the fully developed and substantiated cognitions. As 
such it is not inference etc., that can establish the mithyatva 
of perception. 

Hence the objector asks : “Wherefrom does mithyatva 
arise ?” We might reply that since there is the ‘anyathava- 
gama’ (apprehension in another manner) we urgue that mit¬ 
hyatva is established through agama or inference. Then 
the objector proceeds to argue thus: “Your argument would 
invoive the fallacy of ‘anyonyasrayata’. Only when agama 
and inference function we have the mithyatva of the perce¬ 
ptual cognition ; only when there is this ‘mithyatva’, agama 
and inference function. Hence the atmavadins should acc¬ 
ept that the ahamkara is only that which is distinct from 
the body. If there is the ‘tadatmya’ between the body and 
the aham, the ‘atma siddhi’ would not have any validity. 
As such the ‘manushyabhimana’ in ‘aham manushyah’ is 
only ‘gauna’ or metaphonical or conventional. 

Now the reply follows : 

Does ahankara have as its Vishaya the self which is 
distxinct from the body etc ? or the self which is distinct 
from the prathibasa ? Take the first alternative. Padma- 
pada answers : “Even though jhe ‘vishaya’ of thisjahankara 
is that enjoyer who is distinct from the_body etc. still we 
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are not experiencing such an enjoyer. As such the pro¬ 
perties of the body etc. are adhyasta on this enjoyer’". The 
prathibhasa of the distinction between the self and the 
body is inconsistent with or opposed to adhyasa; and as 
such there arises the gaunatva for the ‘samanadhikaran- 
ya\ It is said that when the viseshas (particular entities) 
are opposed to one another, their viseshas (qualities) too 
become matually contradictory. But even when the garland 
and the snake are excluded, still we have - the adhy¬ 
asa of the form e this is a snake’. Hence mere difference 
cannot make the two terms mutually opposed. ‘Aham’ and 
manushyah’ may differ from one another and yet we may 
not be consciously aware of this difference. 

Objection : We cognise only the ‘samanyamsa’ 
(general aspect) and since we do not apprehend the vises- 
liamsa (specific aspect) there arises the ‘avabhasa’ of 
6 anya samsarga’ relation with anothee. Now the self is 
cognised in its ‘visesha rapa’ as conseiouness. How can 
there be an adhyasa ? 

Reply : Consciousness illumines the other not as the 
mere ‘atma dharma’ (property of the self) which excludes 
the ahankara It necessarily requires the ahankara to 
illumine the other. Hence even though it is ‘prafiyamana’ 
(apprehensible), there arises adhyasa. “Even though there 
is the ‘svarupa avabasa’ we do not experience its differ¬ 
ence from other objects; and hence it has its avabhasa as 
having its integration with other objects. This is similar 
to the case of the letter ‘a’ which is one letter and yet short 
and other differences are integrated with it”. 


21 ) 
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Now let us take the second alternative. Here the 
objector argues that the object of the tf aham pratyaya’ is 
the self which is distinguished or separated from the pra- 
tibhasa. Just as ‘rasa’ (taste) is totally different from 
‘gandha’ (smell), the ahankara appears (avabhasa) as fun¬ 
damentally or essentially different from the body etc. 

Reply : If there is such an ‘avabhasa’, there should 
not be different opinions regarding its sadbhava (existence) 
and then there is no necessity for any enquiry to establish 
it. 


Then it might be argued that there is ‘gaunatva only 
after the enquiry. 

Now with the aid of logical reasoning we find that the 
self is distinct from the objects; and even after the enquiry 
we have the ‘samanadbikaranya’ whence we say ‘aham 
manushyah’. If there is only ‘gaunatva’ (metaphonical 
expression) here, it would mean that prior to this enquiry 
too it was a ‘gauna’ expression. 

But the objector says that there is this gaunatva only 
after the enquiry and not before the enquiry. Jijnasa 
(enquiry) means bringing out the logical arguments to bear 
on a problem; Now ‘yukti’ (logical reasoning) cannot sepa¬ 
rately bring out a different knowledge. Its function is to 
enquire into the already existent vishaya of the aham 
pratyaya. The c aham pratyaya vishaya’ (object of the term 
T) is already existent an distnict from the body etc. This 
is known after the enquiry. After the enquiry the T i s 
taken to be distinct. As such the gaunatva is there in ex¬ 
pressions like the ‘aham manushyah’ only after the 
enquiry. 
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Reply : Even after the enquiry we do not get the 
‘aham pratyaya vishaya' as distinct from the body etc. But 
always we get at the ‘aham pratyaya* as the ‘svarupa 
matra vishaya’ (object of the mere form). We get at the 
self as such, the self in itself. And it is the logical reason¬ 
ing alone which gives us the knowledge that is distinct, 
from the body etc. The knowledge derived from logical 
reasoning is mediate and it cannot be contradictory of the 
aparoksha bhrama (immediate or direct illusion). Hence 
adhyasa remains as before till we have the imediate ex¬ 
perience of this distinction. 

Padmapada says that “it is impossible to argue that 
there is gaunatvabhimana only after the enquiry. Just as in 
‘hrasvo akarah’ (the letter ‘a’ is short) we donot have any 
gaunatva, so in ‘aham manushyah’. Even though ‘akara’ is 
one it stands for hrasvatva, dirghatva (being long) and ‘plu- 
tatva’ of ‘akara’. Now we say that there is no ‘gaunatva* 
in ‘hrasvo akarah’ because we experience it as ‘hrasva’ just 
as we experience the silver in ‘this is silver’. This experi¬ 
ence makes it a case of adhyasa. 

From logical reasoning if we accept that ‘akara’ is ex- 
eluded from ‘hiasvatva’ etc., how can we explain the expe¬ 
rience of the ‘akara’ as being short ? We have no apprehen- 
tion or knowledge that the ‘hrasva’ (shortness) is excluded 
from the ‘akara’ ; from this we cannot say that there is no 
experience of the adhyasa. When there is the apprehension 
that ‘akara’ is excluded from ‘hrasva’, then there is the 
possibility of apprehending that some other thing also is 
excluded from ‘hrasva’. 

Is akaro hrasvah the same as ‘this is silver 5 in so far 
as both appear to involve adhyasa ? In one single ‘akara 5 
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we have the integration of ‘hrasva’ etc. ‘Akara’ being a 
word is real or external; and ‘hrasvatva’ etc., is only a pro¬ 
perty of sound. Thus from grammar we know that akara 
is necessarily the shorts syllable. But ‘hrasvata’ cannot ex¬ 
clude the ‘akara’ as such. So the objection is : “we can 
have the experience of ‘akara’ as such when we have the 
necessary logical understanding of its nature. But we do 
not have the experience of ‘hrasvatva’ etc., as mere ‘hras- 
vatva’ etc., though these are distinct properties/’ ‘Akara’ 
excludes ‘hrasvatva’, but ‘hrasvatva’ does not exclude the 
‘akara’. There is adhyasa in akaro hrasvah. On the other 
hand, in ‘this is silver the this excludes the silver and th e 
silver excludes the this. Then there cannot be adhyasa 
there. 

The reply : Two things differ from one another. Now 
they differ exactly in the same way. A’s difference from 
B is identical with B’s difference from A,. Now, if A i s 
said to differ from B, it implies necessarily that B differs 
from A. Just as ‘akara’ excludes ‘hrasvatva’, so can ‘hras¬ 
vatva’ exclude the ‘akara’. 

Logical reasoning reveals clearly and conclusively that 
the entities or terms have their own specific and unique 
natures ; and when they are apprehended as identical, this 
apprehension is not accepted to be gauna. This seems to 
be the great stroke of a magician. To this objection, Pad- 
mapada says that this is really magic since all this is the 
product of avidya. 

When we have the knowledge of difference, adhyasa is 
dispelled ; and yet we employ expressions like ‘aham manu. 
shyah’. Since we have the knowledge of difference here, it 
is argued that such expressions are not cases of erroneous 
cognitions, but ‘gauna’ expressions. 
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When we have the discriminating knowledge, is adhy- 
asa contradicted by the mere ‘aham pratyaya’ ? Or by logi¬ 
cal reasoning ? It cannot be the former. So Padmapada 
says : 4 ’The ‘aham pratyaya’ has its existence in the body 
because of the beginningless avidya. And yet it has in rea¬ 
lity its locus in the self and this is different from the body ; 
and this is not prevented by the body. The body does not 
bring about any ‘pratibandha’ (obstacle) for the self in hav¬ 
ing its own separate and distinct existence in itself”. The 
self exists in the body ; it acts through the antahkarana . 
and the vishaya or the object of the aham pratyaya (aham- 
kara) is the self. Hence the dependence of the aham prat¬ 
yaya on the self is not opposed to its ‘dehadi vishayatva* 
(body etc., being the objects). 

Objection : Logical reasoning makes out the self to 
be distinct from the body ; and prior to this logical reason¬ 
ing that which we apprehend must be the self as distinct 
from the body. 

Reply : We have said earlier that the aham pratyaya 
can be dependent on the self and also on the body, for these 
are not inconsistent with one another. From this it follows 
that we may enquire into the object with the aid of logical 
reasoning ; and we will come to know what these entities 
are. Even with the aid of logical reasoning we cannot get 
anything more than that already apprehended. Logical rea¬ 
soning will only tell us that the self is distinct from the 
body. But it cannot make us experience the self as distinct 
from the body. Even if there is a different knowledge near 
by, perceptual cognition does not involve the awareness of 
this different knowledge which is not contained in it. The 
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the perceptual cognition. Even fif it is integrated it is not 
an immediate knowledge, but only one that is mediated by 
logical reasoning ; hence the aparokshadhyasa cannot be 
different from the earlier stage. 

Therefore there is no difference between the aham 
pratyaya of the earlier stage and that of the present. The 
apprenhension ‘aham manushyah’ can never be a gauna 
cognition. The self which is svayam jyotih does not 
appear (anavabhasa) as distinct from the *karya karana 
sanghata; and we have the apprehension of the adhyasa in 
the form ‘aham manushyah*. Even though the self is 
identical with Brahman, there is the anavabhasa of Bra-* 
hmasvarupa. The prakasa is enveloped or concealed be¬ 
cause of a darkness; and that there is this darkness or 
avidyais given to us by the sruti and by arthapattL 
From this cause or condition we do determine the ‘aham- 
karadhyasa*. And since it is beginningless, we have 
‘purva drishtatva’ and ‘smruti rupatva\ (prior experience 
and similarity with the form of memory). 

Objection : In ‘aham manushyah’ there is the 
adhyasa of the body on the self. This is a perceptual 
cognition. Can the knowledge of the difference between 
the two be a valid one without negating, the identity of the 
two ? 

Reply : Mere inference and agama cannot establish 
the difference between the two. That there is only 
one moon has arisen after we have negated the two 
moons. A similar negation of adhyasa can arise only 
when agama and inference are strengthened by the ‘aham 
pratyaya’ which cooperates with logical reasoning. Only 
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such pramanas as are based on the evidence given by the 
*aham pratyaya’ can establish the distinction. 

The self is ‘svayam prakasa’ and yet due to avidya it 
is not cognised or experienced as such; and the self thus 
becomes the adhishthana for avidya. This would enable 
*paratra paravabhasah’ (the other appearing in the ex¬ 
ternal). 

Thus we have consciousness which illumines the 
self, and the self is without a second. There is the avidya 
dosha here; and the antahkaxana would constitute the kara- 
na dosha. And since avidya is beginningless there arises 
a samskara. Thus we have all the three factors required for 
adhyasa. 

Objection : Tnspite of the presence of the three 
factors there cannot be adhyasa here. There can be no 
samsarga for this consciousness which is the adhishtana, 
and we therefore have the knowledge of this adhishtana 
and also the knowledge of something else. For, the self is 
not an object and consciousness is external. We do have 
the apprehension of the adhishtana because it is the sub- 
ject, and we have the knowledge of the object. Adhyasa 
requires only one knowledge arising from the entities in so 
far as they are apprehended as ‘samsrishta’. But here the 
samsarga itself is impossible. Hence there is no adhyasa. 

Reply : The self may not be an object. Yet there is the 
apprehension of thearppya and there is no other^knowledge* 
Consequently it constitutes the adhishthana. We do not; 
have the experience of the enjoyer distinctly or separately 
and we have a single experience in which is integrated the 
consciousness as enjoyer. Thus there is the ‘anyonya sam. 
bhedha’ which renders it a case of adhyasa. Atmaicatanya 
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itself manifests the integration of the self and the not-self 
And even though it does not come into existence in its pure 
form, it appears as if it comes into existence because o^ 
the specific 6 vishayoparaga’(attachment to the objeci). Thus 
fi aham manushyah’ is a case of error. Since it is an errone~ 
ous cognition, the ‘vishaya’ (object) and the ‘vishayi’ (sub¬ 
ject) are able to appear in the same pratyaya as an integra¬ 
ted whole. Thus we have adhyasa here ; and this is the 
knowledge which manifests the non-self in the self ; and 
this erroneous cognition arises from three factors, viz. 
sense-contact, samskara and dosha (defect). 

AHANKARA : 

Padmapada next proceeds to give the import of that 
part of the commentry beginning with ‘katham punah pra- 
tyagatmani...’ This part deals with the ‘sambhavana (possi¬ 
bility) of adhyasa. There was a question earlier, fi ko ay am 
adhyaso nama\ The ‘kirn’ implies both a question regarding 
the definition, and a doubt regarding the possibility of adh¬ 
yasa. Thinking that the question was really raised by the 
doubter, the definition has been given. Then since it is 
also doubted Sankara proceeds, to answer the doubt regar¬ 
ding its possibility. Sankara states the doubt thus- “Kat- 
ham punah pratyagatmany avisaye adhyaso vishaya tad 
dharmanam ? The definition of adhyasa given earlier is not 
possible in the case of the self. For, everyone cognises an 
object in the place of another object which is immediately 
before him. Since the pratyagatman (self) is distinct from 
the c yushmat pratyaya’ (object) you maintain that it is not 
an object. When the adhishtana is not an object, can there 
be ana adhyasa ? Is it cognised ? Can it be possible ? 

The adhishthana is always on the same level with that 
which is adhyasta on it so far as both are the objects cog- 
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nised by the same sense organs and intellect. Since this is 
absent here, there can be no adhyasa. This is the import 
of the ‘akshepa’ (objection). 

The reply : What is required is that in one vijnana(cog. 
nition) there should be the avabhasa of two vijnanas, and 
these two should be integrated into one. This much alone 
is necessary for adhyasa. It is not necessary that two enti¬ 
ties should appear as one object. With this in mind, San¬ 
kara replies : ‘Na tavad ayam ekantena avishayah asmat 
pratyaya vishayatvat’, it is the object of 'asmat pratyaya’. 

The objector takes 'asmat pratyaya’ to mean the know¬ 
ledge which is atma vishaya. So the objector argues : “The 
cidatman is the subject. How can it become an object ? 
An object is something other than the subject and it is 
always referred to or cognised as the ‘this’. Can such an 
entity overcome its nature by a strange process and become 
the subject which never is the ‘this’ ? In a percepitual cog¬ 
nition the subject cannot be the same as the object; there 
cannot be one entity which is both the subject and the 
object. 

Then we might say that there are two elements in the 
subject and that one can be the subject while the other can 
be the object. 

To this the objector replies : “The self is devoid of 
parts ; how can you attribute two mutually exclusive parts 
to such a self ?” 

Reply : Take for example the sun. Its rediance is 
spread in all directions. In order to have a specific(unique) 

22 ) 
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manifestation of this radiance, we hold a mirror against it ; 
and the radiance is concentrated and radiated. 

Now the sun is like the atma caitanya and like the mir¬ 
ror there is the antahkarana. In order that the atma cait¬ 
anya may become clear and distinct with a specific form, 
there is adhyasta on the self the antahkarana which is a 
‘bhasvara dravya’, (a shining substance). This antahka¬ 
rana is meant by the ‘asmat pratyaya”. 

But in an adhyasa like this is silver, we have the this 
and the silver : two distinct entities. Likewise, are we to 
say that ‘aham’ means two different forms or entities ? In 
answering this question, Padmapada says that “ahankara 
(antahkarana) has implicitly in it the this and the not-this’\ 

Take the cognition, ‘Iron is burning’. The burning is 
a property of the fire and is cognised in the iron, i.e., it 
has ‘dvai rupya avabhasa’ (appearance of two). Likewise 
in ‘aham upalabhe’ we have this ‘dvai rupya avabhasa’ for 
‘aham’. The ‘upalabhritva’ is attributed to the self through 
the ‘antahkarana’. That which has actually the ‘upalabdhi’ 
is the antahkarana, but it really refers to the self. When 
there is the integration or attachment (uparaga) with the 
‘asadharana kriya’ such a self appears as qualified by ano¬ 
ther object. 

As antahkarana it appears as having sorrow and as 
undergoing changes ; but as the self it has the form of ‘pre- 
maspada’ (love) and is the percipuent. In all the objects 
like ahankara etc., it is manifest as consciousness which is 
immanent; and as excluding the other objects, it is manifest 
as ahankara. This is a fact of common experience, and. 
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the same entity appears as having two forms. It is said 
that it is ‘sarvaloka saksht’ ; and let those .who argue exa¬ 
mine,their own experience carefully and say whether this 
is a fact or no. 

Objection from Prabhakara Mimansa 

The self is the asraya for the knowledge of the object* 
In ‘aham janami’ (I know) we find that the ahankara ap¬ 
pears as having its asraya in knowledge. Then how can 
the ‘aham’ be the this ? The experience or cognition of 
‘aham’ shows plainly that it is untouched by, that it has 
nothing to do with, the this. 

Objection to this objection from Advaita : In c ayo 
dahati 5 it is well known that iron is'not the agent having 
the action viz., burning. Likewiae even though it is not 
the agent (karta) there is the ahankara which has the co¬ 
gnition (or which cognises). 

The Prabhakara replies : Quite apart from the iron 
we find the fire whose natural property is to burn. The 
fire is the asraya for the act of burning. Likewise we do 
not find an entity called the self as distinct from the ahan¬ 
kara, because apart from the ahamkara we cannot have the 
jnana kriya. Hence the ahankara itself is the self. 

According to the Sankhy a‘system, there is the appear¬ 
ance (avabhasa) of the reflection of consciouness on the 
antahkarana which Js unconscious (acidatman). Justin- 
front of it there is its original ‘bimba’, for the reflection 
of the face is possible only where there is the face in front 
of the mirror. From this they infer the self to be of the 
nature of the ‘bimba* or the original for the reflection in 
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According to the Nyaya and Vaiseshika systems, de¬ 
sire and other ‘gunas’ are the ‘visesha gunas’ of a sub¬ 
stance which is distinct from the Mahabhutas. In these 
elements desire etc., are not found; and since these gunas 
are apprehended or cognised only by the mind, they are 
called ‘visesha gunas*. There are no ‘visesha gunas’ in the 
elements, or in the ‘dik’ or in ‘kala* (space and time) or in 
the mind. And by a procees of elimination it is inferred 
that there is a distinct substance having the gunas like de¬ 
sire etc. Such a substance is the self. 

According to the Sautrantika school of Buddhism, 
there is the appearance of the reflection of the objects in 
the ‘samvedana’, and this requires its ‘bimba' near by. 
The bimba is reflected in soumething other than itself. And 
from the reflected face in the mirror, we infer the face is 
outside the mirror. From the redness in the crystal we in¬ 
fer a red object is near by. Hence objects are always in¬ 
ferred. 

It is with reference to these three views that the Pra- 
bhakara maintains that ‘the subject (pramata), the object 
(prameya) and the means of cognition (pramana) are all 
immediate (aparoksha)’. 

If these systems say that though the self is immediately 
apprehended, we require inference to present it clearly, we 
have no quarrel with them. But if they say that the exis¬ 
tence of the self can only be inferred, then this conflicts 
with the immediacy of the self, just as it conflicts also with 
the immediacy of the objects. 

The Sautrantika argues that the objects are only infer¬ 
red. If the objects are apprehended directly in the infer- 
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ential cognition, they can likewise be cognised even in per¬ 
ception. That which is an immediate and direct object for 
inferential cognition can be an immediate object in percep¬ 
tion with greater plausibility and truth. But if there is no 
apprehension of the object (which is bimba bhuta) in infe¬ 
rence, then you cannot say that the objects are inferred; 
and there is no need for them to take recourse to inference. 
Inference here is opposed to the avabhasa of the objects 
which are ‘aparoksha vyavahara yogya’ (capable of being 
cognised directly). 

The vijnan avadinargues that the object is essentially of 
the form of vijnana, and that there is the immediacy of the 
vijnana. Since there is no difference between the vijnana 
which is the object and the vijnana which cognises it, there 
is the ‘aparokshavabhasa’ (immediacy) of the object. 

It is to reject such an orgument that the Prabhakare 
says : “there is the immediacy of the object in so far as the 
object is the object for a subject in a cognition”. There is 
the experience, “I am seeing this”. It is not due to its non¬ 
difference from vijnana; there is the immediacy of the 
object. The self has an immediate silver which is cognised, 
as distinct from me and from my cognition. If it is said 
that the external silver is, vijnana itself, then like the exter - 
n al silver, it cannot have negation. Hence without any 
mediation we have the immediacy of the object; and this 
immediacy is the same as the cognition that requires the 
sense contact with the object. 

According to the Vartikakara and the Nyaya-Vaisesh- 
ika systems, there is a perceptual cognition arising from the 
‘samyoga’ (contact) between the self and the mind ; and this 
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perceptual cognition apprehends the self as immediate. The 
Nyaya-Vaiseshika systems observe that the self is united to 
the mind. There is ‘samyukta samavaya’ (conjnct inhere¬ 
nce) relationship here. This relationship is the condition 
or cause giving rise to a distinct or new knowledge. Such a 
knowledge makes ‘pramiti’ immediate. But accor¬ 
ding to the Yartikakara, the pramiti or means of cog¬ 
nition is ‘prameyagata’. The eye comes into contact with 
an object and with such an object that there is the relation- 
ship of identity-in-difference for knowledge. Due to this 
relation of ‘tadatmya’ there arises a distinct or new know¬ 
ledge as the object of the ^pramiti’. And from this is esta¬ 
blished the immediacy of the pramiti. 

It is with reference to these views that the Prabhakara 
states that 'the subject and the pramiti are purely immediate 
only ; they are immediate in yet another way from the 
immediacy of the object. 

There is no ‘pramana’ by which we can say that be¬ 
cause of a new knowledge arising from the mind the self is 
immediate. 

The objector may argue that in the presence of the 
mind there is not the apprehension of the self and in its 
absence in deep sleep there is no such apprehension. As 
such it might be said that agreement and difference estab¬ 
lish the Nyaya contention. 

But the actual experience of the objects goes against 
this contention. Our ‘anubhava sambandha’ (experience) 
with the objects itself proves the immediacy of the objects. 
In the same manner there is the immediacy of the self expe- 
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rienced by us. In such a case it is unnecessary to assume 
a new knowledge and a new function of the mind to esta¬ 
blish it. The self is the asraya for the knowledge of the 
object; and we need not assume a "jnanantara 5 (another 
cognition). As such we conclude that there is the immedi¬ 
acy of the self without the mediation of the objects. 

The Nyaya contends that the samyukta samavaya is 
the cause of the £ jnanantara\ We cannot say that the'experi¬ 
ence of the self or of the object is immediate through jnana- 
ntara because of this relationship. Now, perception refers 
to or involves the reference to an object here and now. In 
such a case the Nyaya theory would require that there should 
be two experiences at the same time. 

Let us assume that 6 samyukta samavaya sambandha 5 or 
the relationship of "samyukta tadatmya’ gives us the appre¬ 
hension or experience. In such a case along with the imme¬ 
diacy of the knowledge there ought to be the immediacy of 
the "parimana 5 of the self and of the "rasa 5 of the object as 
well. Experience cannot be apprehended (gamyah) by ano¬ 
ther knowledge, for that would involve the violation of its 
‘sva prakasatvah 

There are some (Bhatta Mimamsakas) who hold that 
the "prakatya 5 (manifestation) which is in the object is also 
‘svaprakasa’. In this theory it is impossible to maintain 
the very emergence of this ‘prakatyah The experience of 
the object cannot be said to arise from the ‘atira vyapara 5 . 
And many reasons can be adduced. An activity can be 
due to "parispands 5 or to /parinamah The self is ‘vibhu' 
^all-pervasive) and as such cannot have any "parispanda t 
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like the pot. It cannot undergo any change for the pro¬ 
duct of the change is dependent on the act which brings it 
about ; and the act is seen to merge into the effect. But 
the activity of the self is not seen to merge into the object. 
And if knowledge is the ‘asraya’ of the object, the objects 
would have to become conscious entities. 

It cannot also be argued that the objects have the 
power to give rise to their knowledge ; and since knowledge 
has its asraya in the self, the self is conscious. In such a 
case the mind too would be conscious for it too gives rise 
to knowledge. If the objects are ‘svaprakasa’ and have the 
property of ‘prakatya’, take the cognition, this is known by 
me. Here is the avabhasa of a relation between me and 
this. The object is apprehended by me, or is made known 
by me. If the object is ‘svaprakasa’ such a cognition is 
impossible ; and the Bhatta Mimansa cannot even infer the 
‘jnana kriya’ in the self. When experience does not have 
any relationship with the self but only with the objects, the 
‘parinama kriya’ will be in the self and its ‘phala’ will be 
in the experience. In the absence of this £ ekadhikarana 
(identical locus) we cannot have Jnananumiti (inferential 
cognition). 

Hence ‘prarnata’ and ‘pramiti’ have no immediacy in 
the sense of £ karmatva\ They are immediate in a diffe. 
rent way. 

Objection : It is not proper to assume ‘svayam pra- 
kasatva’ for both the subject and the ‘pramiti’. It is better 
to accept only the immediacy of the self, and not of know¬ 
ledge also ; and it is better to accept the ‘sva prakasatva* 
of the self only. If the self has ‘svaprakasatva’, it would 
make every activity possible including knowledge. 
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Reply : The Prabhakara replies that our experience 
proves the ‘svaprakasatva’ of the pramiti ; and because of 
this everything else is illuminated. If experience is devoid 
of ‘svaprakasatva’ there can be no experience. Even if the 
self is devoid of ‘sva prakasatva’, it does not cease to be a 
self, since it is the ‘asraya’ of knowledge. But if the ‘pra¬ 
miti’ is devoid of ‘svaprakasa’ it cannot cognise or appre¬ 
hend the objects. 

Another way to establish this contention is to focus 
our attention on the ‘pramana phala\ Only after the per¬ 
ceptual ""contact we have the ‘hanady upa lampha’ etc. 
Because of this we are able to say that perceptual contact 
has a ‘phala’ or results in a valid experience. The ‘pramana 
phala’ is the ‘pramiti’ of knowledge. Suppose there is 
the ‘catushtaya saunikarsha’ and there can yet be the ab¬ 
sence of the experience of the objects. In such a case we 
can have neither the ‘hana’ (loss) nor the ‘upadana’ (gain). 
As such experience itself is the ‘phala’. When there is 
the experience proper, it is not iogical to think of some¬ 
thing else as being the ‘pramana phala’. 

It has been said that knowledge is tke ‘pramana 
phala’! and this is doubted by *he Buddhists. Since 
knowledge (samvedana) has the specific form of the obiect, 
we are able to speak of the pratnanatva of the ‘samvit’. 
The ‘phala’ of this prdmaha is df the form of the ‘vishaya 
sphurana’. Samvedana has the ‘pratnanatva’ in so far as 
it has a form similar to that of the object. This ‘pramana 
phala’ is the apprehension (upalabdhi) of the objects. 

23) 
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To prevent such a conclusion, the Prabhakara obser¬ 
ves : The pramana is the act of the subject, having its 
‘phala linga’; and it is always inferred. Pramana, accord¬ 
ing to this school, involves the ‘sannikarsha’ (contact) of 
four entities; these four are the object, the sense organ, 
the mind and the self. We do not have a perceptual co¬ 
gnition of this "catushtaya sannikasha’. But from our 
valid perceptual cognitions, we infer that these four were 
present in that cognition. The phala linga spoken of is 
the apprehention of form etc. From this ‘upalabdhi’ we 
infer the presence of the four entities. 

Take the cognition ‘aham idam janami’ (T know this.) 
The T represents the experiencing self and the this stands 
for the experienced not-self. "Janami'' is the experience of 
knowledge. The objector argues that to reject the ‘karma- 
taya aparoksbatva’ of the pramata and the pramiti is to 
contradict or go against experience. But we have to re¬ 
member the distinction we have made out between the 
three. Now, if the experience having the not-self as its 
object were to be the asraya to make the "atma vyavahara* 
possible, we need not assume a separate jnanu. There is 
no scope lor assuming a jnana in the subject. As such the 
Prabhakara states : "‘The jnana vyapara (act of knowing) 
of the subject refers to the object and not to the self. The 
self is the condition of the experience of the objects; and 
as such it is seen as the I both in the phala or experience 
and in the object. The I is the condition or cause of the 
experience of the objects.” 

Objection to the Prabhakara theory from the Bhatta 
stand point - r 
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That which appears (avabhasate) always appears as the 
objects of knowledge; But in the cognitions of the objects 
the self too necessartly appears. If this is accepted the self 
would appear to be the object, not to be a more ‘asraya’. 
So the Bhaffca argues that “the I is not the cause or con¬ 
dition for the experience of the objects. It is different from 
this position. The ‘aham’ is only £ atma matra vishayah’. 
The ’aham’ is nothing but the self. 

Now perceptual knowledge arises from the object ; and 
we have to accept ‘karma karakatva* for the object. The 
Prabhakara argues that there is the immediate apprehension 
of the self. In such a case the self that apprehends must 
be the subject of the aparehended self which is the object. 
In the same act how can one and the same thing be both 
the subject and the object ? The subject and the object are 
mutually exclusive entities. Further, of the subject and the 
object in the knowledge situation, the latler is more impor¬ 
tant and the former is subordinate. Thus when the same 
entity appears as two, these two forms are opposed to one 
another in their nature also. 

So the Bhatta Mimansaka argues : “The self has two 
forms. As having the form of a substance, the self becomes 
an object; and as the knowing form, it is the subject. Thus 
the aham pratyaya is constituted by the two forms of th e 
subject and the object; and the self, then, is both the cog- 
niser and the cognised. Hence the self has the form of the 
this and also the form of the not-this. The ‘prameyamsa* 
is of the form of the this, while the ‘pramatramsa* is of 
the form of thenon-this”. 

Reply of the Prabhakara to this objection : 
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The self is said to have ‘amsas’ (parts). The ‘samanya- 
msa’ is of the from of the object. It is a substance and not 
a subject; and yet it is common both to the object and to 
the subject. But since it is an amsa making the self an obj¬ 
ect, it cannot be treated as the self. The ‘viseshamsa’ is 
said to be of the form of the subject ; but the self is devoid 
of any parts. Hence there cannot be any distinction of the 
subject and the object in the self itself. 

If the self were to undergo any change, it ought to be 
‘savayava’ (having parts). But the self being ‘niravayava’ 
(having no parts) it cannot change itself into the subject and 
the object at the same time. 

Further, does the apprehending (grahaka rupa) self ever 
have the nature of the object ? Or no ? If it does not have 
the nature of the object, it cannot be the apprehending self 
since the Bhatta does not accept the self to be ‘svayam prar 
kasa* and does not recognise the self to be the asraya of 
knowledge. If it can have the nature of the object, the re¬ 
ply is : *‘The object is of the form of the ‘this’ and is always 
the other, not the I; and then it would be the not-self”. 

Thus from a consideration of knowledge alone we can 
establish the immediacy of the subject, object and'pramiti’. 
And the c aham’ is the asraya of knowledge and thus it too 
becomes immediate. Consequently uhankara cannot be the 
‘idam amsa’ (this). 

Experience is the phala (product) of ‘catushtaya sanni- 
karsha’ with the objects and it is ‘syayam praka$a\ The 
object is apprehended as the this ; and the apprehending 
entity is revealed as the not-this by experience. And this 
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experience enables us to infer the pramana (catushtaya san- 
nikarsha). Hence we cannot take out ahankara to be the 
‘idam amsa’. 

Reply of Advaifa to the Prabhakara 

The purport of the reply is to distinguish the self from 
ahankara. Towards this end Padmapada first proceeds to 
establish that the self is "svayam prakasa’. And he esta¬ 
blishes this through a criticism of the Prabhakara view. 
The Prabhakara view may mean three possible things and 
all are impossible. These three alternatives are : i) The 
self is ‘caitanya prakasa’ and experience is c jada prakasa’; 
ii) Both are ‘caitanya prakasa" ; and iii) the self is fi jada 
svarupa’ while experience is "caitanya prakasa’. 

(i) The first alternative is impossible. If experience 
is ‘jada svarupa’ (noi>sentient), we will have to admit that 
there is the non-appearance (anavabhasa) of everything. 
‘Jada prakasa* means that though it is not "sva prakasa’ it 
can reveal or illumine the objects because of some other 
factor. 

Objection : Does knowledge reveal that which is 
not known ? or th^t which is known ? The eye reveals 
that which is not revealed: and you cannot then make out 
the non-appearance of everything. 

Reply : No. The eye reveals or illumines the objects; 
but it is not svayam prakasa. The eye has the prakasa 
only to reveal the objects and not to reveal itself. Herein 
it differs from knowledge which reveals the objects im¬ 
mediately and in so doing also reveals itself. Know¬ 
ledge cannot have ^another knowledge (samvedana) to illu¬ 
mine it, for this would lead to a regrees. As such it is 
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sva prakasa. It therefore differs from the sense organs 
like the eye. We can say that experience reveals the 
objects like a ‘pradipa’ (lamp) which also reveals itself. 

Objection : No such distinction can be made out 
between the eye and the ‘pradipa’, for both reveal the 
objects only by giving rise to the experience of the 
objects. 

Reply : This is a faulty argument for there is a dist¬ 
inction between the eye and the ‘padipa’. Both these 
again differ from knowledge. Knowledge gives us the 
apprenhension of the objects while it dispels ignorance. 
The ‘pradipa aloka’ is different from this jnana, in so far 
as the former has the prakasa only to dispel darkness- The 
aloka is different from experience and its prakasa can 
dispel darkness without giving rise to knowledge. But 
knowledge has prakasa which not only dispels ignorance 
but also gives the knowledge of the objects. The eye does 
not and cannot fulfil any of these functions, since it has 
neither the nature of jnana nor that of the aloka. 

Hence experience does not require any similar experi¬ 
ence to illumine it or reveal it. While it has prakasa it is 
also the condition or cause that brings about the ‘prakasadi 
vyavahara’ in' the object. Just like the ‘pradipaloka’, it 
brings about the ‘prakasadi vyavahara' in the object 
immediately. 

Objection : The ‘pradipa’ is illumined by the ‘aloka* 
which is of the same nature as the former. In the same 
way can’t wc say that there is a ‘sajatiya prakasa’ (illu¬ 
mination of a like nature) for the eye because of which 
the eye is able to reveal the pot ? 
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Reply : This is impossible because the eye itself is 
not a prakasa, but only a property of prakasa. 

Does the ‘aloka’ require the illumination of the. eye 
(‘cakshusha prakasa) so that there might arise that prakasa 
which is opposed to darkness ? or does it require the ‘caks¬ 
husha prakasa’ so that there’might arise that'jnana prakasa’ 
which.is opposed to ignorance ? 

The first alternative is impossible since the eye is only 
a prakasa guna. As regards the second alternative we 
should note that the ‘pradipa’ is illumined by the knowle¬ 
dge which is distinct from it. It does not require a similar 
‘aloka’. 

Hence just as the ‘pradipa’ which is screened cannot 
illumine the objects, so also experience, which is devoid of 
‘prakasa’, cannot illumine or reveal objects. And every¬ 
thing would remain unrevealed or unilluminated. Consequ¬ 
ently we cannot admit that experience is ‘jada prakasa’. - 

Objection : Even though experience is ‘jada sva, 
rupa’, yet objects are made intelligible by the svaprakasa of 
the subject. From this we can argue that ‘pramatri caita- 
nya’ reveals itself and the object. Pramana is a conscious 
entity ; and because of this strength the subject is able to 
make us aware of the object as the this and of the subject 
as the not-this. He does this like a lamp that reveals itself 
and also others. Hence the ‘anavabhasa’ of the world does 
not arise.’ 

Reply : Experience is said to bring about the atta¬ 
chment (uparaga) of the objects to caitanya. Such a rela- 
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tionship between the self and the object is brought about 
by experience. Then experience itself would be a ‘buddhi 
parmama (evolute of the intellect). This is opposed to the 
Prabhakara view, but is acceptable to us. It is possible tha* 
experience too has svaprakasa. But the ‘cidatma prakasa’ 
cannot be dependent on the ‘jadanubhava.’ ‘The self is 
consciousness and svayain prakasa ; and to say that such a 
self illumines itself as being dependent oh the objects is in¬ 
conceivable. Now how does the dipa (lamp) illumine 
itself ? If it requires another dipa to illumine it, it leads us 
to a regress. If the pramata is like the dipa we would have 
to face this regress. 

ii) The second alternative makes out that the self and 
experience are both ‘caitanya prakasa’. Now if both are 
sva prakasa one does not involve any reference to the other. 
They wilt have no relationship at all like two distinct per¬ 
sons. Nor can we apprehend the relation of the self to the 
samvit. If the self manifests itself by itself why should it 
refer to the objects or relate itself to the objects ? 

Objection : My knowledge of another person is not • 
svayam prakasa for that other person. This knowledge is 
the form or property of consciousness. Likewise the self 
has the ‘caitanyaguna’ (Samvedana) and yet is not svayam 
prakasa. Though the self is of the nature of consciousness, 
it is not svayam prakasa. 

Reply : What is the cause of this distinction ? If the 
self is of the nature of consciousness, how can it be svayam 
parakasa ? And how can the experience of the objects make 
it immediate ? If the self is dependant on the experience of 
objects, the experience too Will have the 'prakasa’ by 
being dependent on something other than itself. 
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It might be argued that my knowledge of another per- 
son is not immediate for that person. It is only a mediated 
knowledge for him. And such a mediacy is not there in 
experience. In such a case the prakasa of the self cannot 
be mediated by experience, since experience is directly rela¬ 
ted to the self. Just as one dipa does not require another 
dipa to illumine it, similarly self and experience do not re¬ 
quire one another if both are sva prakasa. 

iii) The third alternative makes out experience to be 
sva prakasa and the self to be ‘jada svarupa’ This too can¬ 
not be accepted. 

According to the Bhattas, ‘samvedana’ is only a‘karma’ 
for knowledge is in the objects as ‘prakatya’ or as ‘jnatata” 
whence we know the objects. If knowledge is a ‘karma’ or 
an object, it is impossible to cognise it, for cognition can¬ 
not function without knowledge. Nor can we have the ex¬ 
perience and the awareness of the objects. 

The Sankhya treats samvedana as a substance. Then 
it ought to be an atom, or an infinite entity, or one that 
has only ‘madhyama parimana’. If it has only’ anu pari- 
mana', then we will be aware of only an ‘anu parimana* 
(atomic magnitude) in the object; for if the light of the 
glow-worm alone is shed on the pot, the whole pot is not 
revealed. If it is an infinite entity, since its asraya is the 
self, there should be the avabhasa of the self everywhere. If 
it has ‘madhyama parimana’ (the magnitutude of the con¬ 
tainer), then knowledge would be an entity having parts ; 
and this would make knowledge dependent on these parts 
and not on the self. 

24 ) 
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The Nyaya and the Prabhakara systems take samvedana 
to be the property of the self. Due to the necessary rela¬ 
tionship between the guna (quality) and the gunin (su - 
stance) the self itself will have the prakasa guna ; and then 
it might be said that just like the pr..dipa, the self reveals 
itself while revealing the objects. But we have said earlier 
that the prakasa guna is never born, but only the medium 
that reveals it. This guna is not born in its ‘asrayopadhi’ 
like the prakasa of the sun. Thus we would be forced to 
admit that the self itself is svayam prakasa. Therefore Pad- 
mapada says- “Even if the Prabhakara does not like it, the 
conclusion is unavoidable that the self alone is svayam pra¬ 
kasa (self - luminous)”. 

Objection : Jnana is svaprakasa and knowledge has 
its asraya in the self which is of ‘madhyama parimana’. 
Then as the asraya of knowledge^ the self too may be taken 
to be svaprakasa. The pot has its asraya in its own avaya- 
vas, and yet the pot is on the ground. The pot is only 
dependent on the clay and noton the ground. Likewise 
svaprakasatva is in knowledge and knowledge is in the self 
Thus svaprakasatva is not dependent on the self. Hence f 
cannot be made out that ‘caitanya prakasa’ is ‘svaprakasa , 

Reply : There is no way to establish such a conten. 
tion. It is impossible to argue that caitanya prakasa is not 
svaprakasa. Just as we have the cognition ‘it is illumined 
by the pradipa’, we have also the cognition like ‘this is 
known by me’. This experience proves that the self itself is 
‘cit prakasa’. Otherwise this statement would have to be 
on a par with the sentence‘this is illumined by the firewood- 

The self is not distinct from experience. Now, know¬ 
ledge (samvedana) does not reveal the difference between 
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these two. That which is dependant on experience becomes 
the not-self since it is similar to an object. We have to 
accept that the single, unchanging, immanent self alone i s 
experience. So Padmapada states : “If experience arises 
from a pram an a, then such an experience is one which is 
internally differentiated ; and each specific internal differen¬ 
tiation will have to reveal or illumine every object distinctly 
and separately'’. 

Instead of assuming many experiences and their uni¬ 
versal, it is better to accept that there is a single experience 
called the self, for this alone is real. ‘Just as there is a 
single ‘gotva’ (cowness) running through all the cows, we 
have an ‘anubhavatva’ (experience-hood) common to all 
experiences or running through all experiences’. Experi¬ 
ence, then, is not one which is internally differentiated. We 
distinguish the experience of blue from that of yellow: and 
this distinction is dependent upon the objects that enter 
into experience. These objects do not create internal 
differentiation, in the experience, but only make us have 
the experience in a specific form. 

Objection: When I have the apprehension of blue, 
the apprehension of [yellow has ceased to be there. There 
is the ‘sthiti’ (state) of one experience and the distinction 
of another experience. As such we should accept a differ¬ 
ence in the dharmi and say that there are many experien¬ 
ces. The destruction and otherwise of experiences go to 
establish the specific differentiations in experience. 

/ 

Reply : If so, because of these differentiations only 
we have the presence and absence of experiences. In this 
manner it will involve he vicious circle. 
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Objection : The required means is near and by a 
new apprehension has arisen. But since two apprehensions 
cannot coexist, the previous one is destroyed. 

Reply : No, this would involve the fallacy of e an- 
yonyasrayata’ (mutual dependence). The samvit is said to 
be born; and it is born only when there is the samvit. 
Consequently you cannot have even one samvit. Instead 
of this it is easier and better to assume that the samve- 
dana’ is already] there; and it requires only ‘sadhana’ 
(means) which brings about the uparaga of the objects for 
the experience. It is unnecersary to assume 'that every 
experience arises afresh from the uparaga of the objects. 

The Buddhists argue that though experiences differ 
from one another, this difference is not cognised because 
of the defects like extreme similarity. There is a flame 
which appears as one even though it is brought about by 
the individual flames of the sticks put in it. Likewise we 

are not cognising the differences between the various 
‘samvits’. 

This theory also involves the same fallacy as above. 
We assume similarity only when we cognise the difference; 
and we can establish difference only when we cognise simi¬ 
larity.. When the ‘samvit’ is prakasamana, its differences 
too must be illumined or revealed. Likewise, it i s not 
proper to say that the internal differences in ‘citprakasa. 
are not revealed. Only when there are these differences' 
you can say that in the absence of the ‘bheda pra! asa’ 
(appearance of difference) there is an erroneous cognition 
brought about by similarity. 
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You cannot also bring in the case of the self whose 
form is that of Brahman and who is svayam jyotih; and 
you cannot say that just as the Brahman-hood (brahma- 
rupatva) of the self is not revealed or illumined, so is the 
difference in the experiences. In the case of the self there 
is the sufficient cause for such a revelation. But it is the 
‘avidya pratibandha’ that is responsible for the absence of 
the prakasa. In the case of experience there is no such 
pratibandha and the differences amongst experiences, if 
they are real, ought to be manifested. 

Objection : We can prove the reality of these dif¬ 
ferences on the basis of the inference called ‘samanyato 
drishta’. The major premise is : Due to similarity the 
avabhasa of the differences amongst the samvits they are 
prevented from emerging. The main reason is - because 
they are cognised or known by the iutellect of the sthay 1 
prakasa (abiding effulgence); and the illustration is that 
of the flame. 

Objection : Then how can there be the experience of 
the objects for the atma caitanya which is eternal ? 

Reply : That there are differences is opposed to ex¬ 
perience and also to logical reasoning. No inference can 
establish the reality of a non-existent. Experience is one 
and is of the same form in all experiences; and if differe¬ 
nce is real it ought to be revealed. 

Reply : The self is of the nature of conscious, 
ness. The various different objects which enter into this 
consciousness delimit it: and thus these seem to appear 
as different experiences. The self [and other words convey the 
meaning of the ‘avivakshitopadhi (undetermined condition¬ 
ing). The trees are in a forest. The trees are in a parti¬ 
cular place and they are given a common name, forest. 
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And each tree differs from the other and also from the 

orest. And yet it is only a tree and is also constitutive of 
the forest* 

Ahamkaranubhava (Experience of the Eg.o.)„ 

Objection: There is the experience of the objects 
or the atma caitanya which[is *svayam prakasamana . Yet 
the experience of the objects alone gives rise to the *drash~ 
stri paramrsa as the ‘ahara’. From this we are forced to 
conclude that the self itself is the ahannkara* The self is 
the cause or condition for the experience of the objects* 
Such a self is the ahankara which is of the nature of the 
not-this. The self can be considered to be the perceiver 
only because of the experience of the objects. Here the 
objector does not consider the svarupavabhasa. If we do 
not so consider the self as the perceiver, then there will 
have to be the ‘'cinmatra avabhasa’ (manifestation of con¬ 
sciousness alone) which is devoid of ‘drashtradi vibhaga’ 
(differentiations of the seer, seen etc. Since the latter is 
not apprehended, we have to take the self to be the perci¬ 
pient; and}the percipient involves the objects and makes 
us hold to the identity of the self with the ahankara. 

Reply : In deep sleep there is the avabhasa of the 
self and not of the ahankara. If they are identical, the 
ahankara must be apprehendedjn deep sleep. 

Objection : The cause of the experience of the ob¬ 
jects is the ahankara as the percipient. Since the objects 
are absent in deep sleep, you con’t have the apprehension 
of the self as the ‘ahankara’* 

Reply : The cause of the experience of the objects 
is not the self or the ahankara, but the ‘avabhasa’ of the 
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objects; for it is not svaprakasaka but only ‘jada*. Hence 
we cannot have the ‘parnmarsa’ of the conscious self aris¬ 
ing from the experience of the objects. Thus it is said; 
■“When the blue is felt in consciousness, there is }he exist¬ 
ence of the blue; and this cannot be taken to give rise to 
the apprehension of the percipient as the ahankara. The 
knowledge of the blue arises from the this and not from 
the pereipient. The perceiving individual is not mere 
ahankara. In ‘aham’ that whcch is revealed is the self. 

Objection : Now in deep sleep there is the absence 
of the percipient. Yet haw do you refer ro that percipient 
as ‘aham’ ? 

Reply : "In deep sleep there are no objects and 
there cannot be the cognition- ‘idam janami’ (I know this). 
There is no reference to the objects and to the experience as 
well. As such there may not be any reference to ahankara. 
But what is there to prevent the reference being made to the 
self, and not to ahankara ? To be a percipient I must have 
objects ; and if the percipient is conveyed by ‘aham’, then 
ahankara will be only the not-self, since it is absent in deep 
sleep. Ahankara involves the objects and is destructible ; 
and it cannot be identical with the self. By ‘aham’ we mean 
that which does not involve the objects. If the ahankara is 
the self, there ought to be the ‘aham ullekha’ in deep sleep. 
But since such a thing is not there, ahankara is the not-self. 

Objection : The form of the percipient is that ‘bho- 
ktritva’ (being an enjoyer) which excludes all relationship 
with the objects. Ahankara is that consciousness which is 
‘nirvikalpaka’ (non-determinate). Such a consciousness is 
(bhasate) there in deep sleep. 



192 


Panchapadika 


If we include the word ‘katham’ (how) in this objec¬ 
tion, the passage would mean : That the presence of the 
objects would make the ahankara the not - self. This is 
opposed to experience The that which is being experien¬ 
ced as excluding the not-self cannot be treated as being the 
not-self. But in deep sleep there is no experience of the 
objects ; and hence there does not arise the question of the 
experience of the ahankara. 

Padmapada states the objection thus : By aham that 
which is revealed is the nature of the enjoyer. And in the 
absence of the objects in deep sleep, how can there be the 
*pratibhasa’ of the ahankara ? 

Reply : This identification of the self with ahankara 
is impossible ; for in view of the absence of the objects in 
deep sleep, it is not ahankara that is in deep sleep. When 
the ‘upadhi visesha’ relation with objects is removed, we 
have only the t consciousness which is the meaning of aham’. 
Then we should always have the ‘aham pratiti’. 

Objection : Even the objectless ‘svarupa 7 may be 
conveyed by ‘aham’, since the ‘aham 7 is present also in the 
experience of the objects. 

Reply: In the former the objects are not involved, 
while in the latter the objects are necessary. The two are 
dissimilar. You can argue that the same consciouness is 
spoken of as the ahankara when objects are present. The 
consideration of the objects would establish the ahankara 
and not the objectless consciousness. Consciousness by it¬ 
self exists without the objects. Then to treat the ahankara 
which is attached to the objects and which requires the obj- 
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ectcs, as the self that exists in deep sleep, is contrary'to ex¬ 
perience. The self that appears in deep sleep is that which 
is unrelated to objects and which has no experience of obje¬ 
cts ; and since there is nothing to be perceived, there is the 
‘svarupa siddhi\ The self is ‘sarvatmakatva’ (universal 
consciousness) whence it has nothing to exclude from itself. 
And only when there is the attachment of the objects to the 
4 aham\ there is the awareness of the objects that are distinct 
from the ‘aham’. 

If it is said that the ahankara is in deep sleep without 
requiring objects and that there is this awareness, then we 
ought to remember it, just as we do remember the ahan¬ 
kara of yesterday. There is the abhimana of the ahankara 
yesterday ; and even though there is no rule that we should 
remember all that was experienced, yet since the nature of 
ahankara is to remember, there should be the memory of 
the ahankara in deep sleep. 

Objection : The eternal consciousness is beyond 
destruction ; and ahankara being this consciousness, we 
cannot have the samskara necessary for memory. Samskara 
arises after an experience is over ; and such a thing is impo¬ 
ssible here. Hence there is no memory of ahankara. 

Reply : In such a case even the ahankara of yester¬ 
day cannot be remembered. 

Objection : How can you establish the ‘ahankara 
smriti’ on your own view ? For ahankara, according to 
you, is said to be illumined by the sakshi caitanya, 

25) 
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Reply : It is only the antahkarana as conditioned by 
the £ aham vritti’ that becomes the object for consciousness- 
This psychosis has a beginning and an end. Then it can 
have the samskaras of previous experiences from which 
there arises memory. And the antahkarana is conditioned 
by such a memory. But the antahkarana in turn conditions 
the ‘smrity anubhava’ (rai shi caitanya). In this way we ex¬ 
plain the memory of ahankara. 

Objection : Now, in deep sleep there is the experi¬ 
ence of happiness (sukha), and this happiness always has its 
leaning towards its asraya which is the ahankara. Why 
can’t we then say that even in .deep sleep there is the expe¬ 
rience of antahkarana ? After we get up from sleep I say 
that I slept happily. Herein we refer to an experience of 
happiness in deep sleep. Since such an experience necess¬ 
arily implies the aham, there is the £ aham ullekha’ in deep 
sleep”. 

Reply : If happiness was experienced, we should note 
that happiness arises from objects. And there will be the 
£ aham ullekha’ arising only from the experience of the obj¬ 
ects. In deep sleep there cannot be the experience of some 
thing other than itself by the self. Then ther can be the 
memory arising from the samskara of the experience of 
happiness. We refer to that state as one of ‘sukha’ and 
by this we only mean the absence of ‘duhkha’. 

Objection : When you enquire into the nature and 
meaning of £ sukha\ you give up the primary and essential 
positive meaning of £ sukha’; and instead of this you are 
taking its opposite to interpret ‘sukha 5 to mean . £ duhkha 
abhava’. You can take recourse to such secondary ineani- 
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ngs (lakshana) only if it is verbal knowledge that is to be 
determined. When ‘sukhavamarsa’ is a fact of experience 
you cannot resort to ’lakshana’. 

Reply : Since there is no way to find out that there 
is an experience of sukha and since that state can be descri* 
bed only in a negative way, we treat ‘sukha’ to mean only 
the absence of ‘duhkha’. A s in the waking state, so in 
dream too we have the experience of ‘duhkha’. Since such 
an experience is not found in deep sleep we refer to it as 
"sukha’. We are able to say that there is no ‘duhkha’ be¬ 
cause in deep sleep the sense organs cease to function. 

Objection : Why cannot we assume the primary 
meaning of "sukha’ because of the power implicit in the 
"paramarsa’ ? 

Reply : "‘If there is the memory of deep sleep and 
also of its object viz., sukha, we should remember it as hav¬ 
ing the ‘uparaga’ (attachment) of the specific objects. Bu t 
such a memory is not there. And even when we describe it 
we only say- "I slept well; and nothing was done (cetitam) 
by me ? This statement too proves that the object of refe¬ 
rence is the absence of unhappiness. 

Objection : But we can also prove the experience of 
happiness in deep sleep from the fact that one gets up from 
sleep and feels himself light and refreshed ; and t this makes 
us infer the experience of happiness. 

Reply : This is false. If the sukha is directly expe¬ 
rienced, it does not re quire an inference to establish it. 
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Objection : Then how is it that one feels himself 
light and refreshed as he wakes up, while another does not 
feel so ? 

Reply : During the waking state our sense - organs 
get tired ; and this is overcome by stopping their activity. 
Such a stopping of the activity of the sense organs is deep 
sleep. There too if there is complete cessation of the acti¬ 
vity, we feel light and refreshed as we get up. If there is 
no such complete cessation we feel otherwise when we 
get up. 

From this we conclude that even as the enjoyer the 
aham is not remembered in deep sleep. 

Objection : If the self is experienced as the enjoyer* 
it ought to be remembered. 

Reply : It is not a rule that all that was experienced 
should be remembered. When the self is being remembe¬ 
red, that aspect of it being the ahankara, what needs to be 
remembered is the ahankara only and not the self. 

Prakasatman’s objection against Padmapada’s conten¬ 
tion that in deep sleep we have the absence of unhappiness. 

Even if we admit that there is ‘duhkhabhaVa’, it is not 
possible to experience such an entity. And there can be no 
memory of such an entity because it is a negative entity. 
There can be the experience of the ‘svarupananda’ which is 
fundamental, and not any other sukha. 

Objection : But since that ‘svarupananda sukha’ is 
enveloped by avidya, it cannot have any prakasa. 
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Reply : The ‘sukhamsa’ of the witnessing conscious¬ 
ness is never enveloped by avidya, for avidya itself is'sakshi 
bhasya’. It is ‘prakasamana*. 

Objection: How is it this sukha is not revealed 
during the waking state ? 

Reply : It is revealed as having the nature of ‘parama 
premaspadatva’. But it is not illumined or revealed clearly 
just like the light of the pradipa which is being blown by a 
fierce wind ; it is ‘mithya jnana vikshipta’. Since there is 
no such preventing force in deep sleep, it is manifested 
better. 

Objection : When one gets up he refers to the abs¬ 
ence of unhappiness in deep sleep. Since there is no know¬ 
ledge of the ‘pratiyogi’, there cannot be any experience. If 
so, how does he refer to it ? 

’ That which was experienced is only sukha ; 
and when he gets up he remembers it. We arrive at the 
absence of duhkha through arthapatti; for, if sukha was 
experienced, there was no duhkha. The absence of duhkha 
is not remembered, but only inferred or assumed. Likewise 
one who gets up refers to the absence of knowledge since 
that which was experienced is its opposite, viz., ajnana. 
Since we cannot argue that it is remembered, we infer or 
assume the experience of jnanabhava. 

Objection : During the waking state too we experi¬ 
ence ajnana. How can this ajnana be the opposite of 
knowledge ? 
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Reply : In deep sleep there is the experience of that 
ajnana which is qualified (determined) by the specific state 
of sleep. This ajnana is seen to be opposed to the know¬ 
ledge of pot etc., that we have in the waking state. The 
knowledge of the pot is opposed to the knowledge of the 
cloth, when we are having the latter. 

Objection : Since we do not have the memory of 
the various knowledges in deep sleep, we may infer that 
there is the absence of knowledge. Thereby you need not 
assume the experience of ‘ajnana' which is opposed to 
‘jnana’. 

An object which is beyond this world cannot be seen 
and therefore cannot be remembered ; likewise there is no 
experience of jnana in deep sleep because it is not remem¬ 
bered. 

Reply : Even when there is the knowledge of such a 
transcendental object, there need rot be a memory of it. 
There was the absence of the elephant in the morning. But 
I can infer the‘gajabhava’through arthapatti by taking into 
consideration, the objects that make the presence of the ele¬ 
phant there inconsistent. I now remember the objects which 
make its presence incompatible with them. I do not arriv e 
at the conclusion merely from the ‘anudaya’(non-emerging) 
of the memory of the elephant: Therefore I arrive through 
‘arthapatti’ at the ‘jnanabhava' and the ‘duhkhabhava’ from 
the incompitibility of the presence of the specific ajnana 
and of the experience of sukha respectively. 

Objection : We have the experience of ajnana, the 
experience of sukha, and the witnessing consciousness. We 
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ate said to remember all these three when we get up. But 
to remember there must be a samskara which presupposes 
the destruction of the previous experience. In every expe¬ 
rience there is the ‘sakshi caitanya’ which has no destru¬ 
ction. Then how is there the memory of these three for 
one when he gets up from sleep ? 

Reply : Consciousness in itself is eternal, but as con¬ 
ditioned it is not eternal. Thus memory becomes possible. 
Ajnana evolves itself into the form of that which witnesses 
its own happiness. In this evolved ajnana, there arises the 
‘caitanyabhasa’. From this we have the ‘ajnanadi visesha- 
nubhava’. 

Ajnana conditions consciousness and assumes a variety 

of forms. Of these forms we have the ajnananubhava, suk~ 
hanubhava and sakshi. These differ from one another since 
they are the various stages or forms of the evolving ajnana. 
Thus arises the difference between one ‘caitanyabhasa’ (cai¬ 
tanya vritti) and another. Such vrittis have a begiuing 
and end and they are destroyed. They give rise to samskara 5 
and this in its turn gives rise to memory. And the memory 
appears in the forms of ajnana sukha and sakshi caitanya. 

Now it is a rule that samskara has as its asraya in that 
which has given rise to it. Such an entity is the self as con¬ 
ditioned by ajnana. It has its asraya in this ajnana, and 
not in the antahkarana. 

Thus there is always the possibility of experiencing 
the ‘ajnana sukha’ in deep sleep. Consequently Padma- 
pada’s argument in favour of ‘duhkhabhava’ is faulty and 
inconsistent. 
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Formal reply to this objection by Prakasatman him¬ 
self is now given: 

This should not be construed as a mistake on the part 
of Padmapada for he is giving the reply not from the stand¬ 
point of his own system, but from that of the Nyaya system. 

So far we have established that consciousness which is 
svayam prakasa is distinct from ahankara. The ahampra- 
tyaya, whose object is the self, is not at all different from 
the blue that is the object of cognition. Nor can the ‘aham. 
ullekha’ arise only from the experience of the objects. This 
distinction between the self and the ahankara as maintained 
by Sankara has its basis also in the Upanishads. This dis¬ 
tinction has its basis in the agamas also. 

In the passage- “Sa evadhastat sa evoparishtat...”, we 
fiind ‘Sarvatmakatva’ attributed to the ‘Bhuma Brahman’. 
Then in ‘athato ahankaradesah’. We find ahankara treated 
as ‘sarvatmaka’. And later on in ‘athata atmadesah’ we 
find that the self is explicitly distinguished from ahankara. 

Objection : There are'passages where the ‘sarvat¬ 
makatva’ is attributed to the self, while in others it is attri¬ 
buted, to Brahman. This has been done only to establish 
the identity of the self and Brahman. Likewise we can say 
that the ‘sarvatmakatva’ referred to earlier is intended only 
to identify the ahankara with the self. 

Reply : No. When one is distinct and different from 
the other, both cannot be treated as ‘sarvatmaka’. Such i s 
the case with the self and the ahankara. But the self and 
Brahman are apprehended as different from one another ; 
and the texts go to remove this error and establish their 
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identity. As regards the ahankara, it is already apprehen¬ 
ded as being identical with the self ; and the texts are inten¬ 
ded to establish their difference. Since Brahman is no^ 
taken to be immediate, the texts aim at establishing the 
immediacy of Brahman. To achive this easily, they first 
identify the ahankara with the self ; and later on ignore it 
or reject it. Thereby they are able to establish the iden¬ 
tity of the self with Brahman. 

It is not only the sruthi that establishes the difference 
between the self and the ahankara, but also the smriti as 
in passages like- ‘‘mahabhutany ahankarah...”. 

i) What is the upadana of tahankara ? ii) What is its 
instrumental cause ? iii) What is its svarupa ? iv) What is 
its patimana ? v) What is its karya ? vi) Why does it not 
appear in deep sleep ? 

i) The upadana is referred to in the texts as the *avya- 
kritha namarupa, avidya, maya, prakriti, agrahana, avyakta, 
tamas, karana, laya, sakti, mahasupti, nidra, akshara, 
akasa. Consciousness is in itself and by itself the form of 
Brahman. Avidya prevents the appeaxence of this Brahman 
and brings about the jiva. It is the strange wall which 
hears or manifests itself in ‘bhrantf, ‘karma’ and the sap- 
skaras of previous experiences. In deep sleep it remains as 
mere ‘vikshepa samskara’ by concealing or enveloping the 
prakasa. Such a beginningless avidya is the material cause 
of ahankara. 

ii) Paramesvara is the ground ; and this ground func¬ 
tions as the instrumental cause whence avidya evolves itself 
into a specific form ealled ahankara. 

26 ) 
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iii) The vijnana sakti r and the kriya sakti of Isvara 
constitute the asraya of this ahankara;and this is its svarupa. 

iv) Its karya or product is seen in making us treat it 
as both the doer the enjoyer. 

v) It gets its illumination (jyothih) by its integration 
with the kutastha caitanya which constitutes its pramana. 
This ahankara has svayam prakasa and is immediate. Be¬ 
cause of this integration of the ahankara with the primal 
foundational consciousness, "consciousness is wrongly trea¬ 
ted as the enjoyer even though it is the not-this and even 
though it is the only self. 

vi) In deep sleep all the evolutes of avidya have their 
laya (devolution) into avidya, whence ahankara ceases to be 
ahankara. It remains in its ‘karanarupa’ (causeal state( 
viz, that of avidya. Where there is the devolution of the 
‘linga sarira’ (astral body) which is the product of ajnana, 
there we have deep sleep. 

Objection : But even in deep sleep there is ‘prana* 
which is the ‘kriya’ of ahankara. Then how can there be 
the devolution of ahankara ? 

Reply : We cannot attribute the nature of ahankara 
alone to ‘prana*. ‘Prana* has an existence distinct from 
that of ahankara and in order there might be the five-fold 
activity we only say that there is the ‘kriyas sakti* for ahan¬ 
kara ; for the prana vritti is dependent on the mind. 

Objection : But if the ‘prana vyapara’ is dependent 
on ahankara, in the absence of the later, the former too 
should cease. 
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Reply : An alternative explanation is therefore given. 
We have said that there is a ‘kriya sakti’ and a ‘vijnana 
sakti’ in ahankara. And we can say that there is the devo¬ 
lution of only the latter in deep sleep ; and since the former 
remains there is prana. This can be argued out since there 
are amsas in antahkarana. 

Or we can argue from the standpoint of drishti srishti 
(creative experience). In the dreams the objects seen are 
created. Extending this principle we may say that there is 
the devolution in so far as the person having deep sleep i s 
concerned. That the person in deep sleep has ‘prana’ is the 
cognition of another who is not in deep sleep. 

Now arises an objection from the Sankhya' It has 
been admitted that the material cause for antahkarana etc., 
is the unconscious maya. When there is the ‘ahankara nir- 
bhasa’, does it mean the ‘aham pratyaya’ or the ‘sakshin ? 
Avidya which is not implicitly involved in aham pratyaya is 
only a nimitta, and hence it cannot be the former. And 
since the sakshin in ‘prajnana ghana’ it cannot involve avi¬ 
dya in itself. Avidya can bt said to be in the sakshin in 
one of the three ways- a) Avidya can be its sakti ; b) Avi¬ 
dya can have its asraya in it; c) Avidya can be that which 
is adhyasta on it. All these are impossible. And hence 
this ‘pradhana’ is ‘svatantra’ (independent) and it evolves 
by itself in three ways- Viz. dharma, lakshana, and avastha. 
The ‘dharma’ (avayavi) parinama takes the form of the 
whole world that is ‘karya’ beginning with ‘mahat’. The 
‘lakshana’ parinama brings about the temporal distinctions 
for the evo lutes of the previous order. The unborn evolute 
is born and later it is no more. Here we have the ‘anagata 
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lakshana* (unborn), ‘vartamana’ (present) lakshana, and 
4 atita (future) lakshana. The avastha parinama compre- 
bends the positive, comparative and superlative degrees and 
the old and the new forms. The unconscious ‘pradhana* 
can explain every thing and then we need not accept a 
conscious entity as the material cause. 


Reply ■ This view is to be rejected; for ahankara 
being an evolute of prakrti it ought to be apprehended as 
the ‘this*. The self as the enjoyer is freed from the £ ahan 
kriti samsarga*. Ahankr hi means the sakshin. There is 
the appearance of consciousness as integrated with the not- 
self. This is as wq have seen, neither a case of akhyati, 
nor of anyathakhyati, nor of atma khyati. We have seen 
that there is an avidya having its asraya in consciousness. 
This avidya distorts the real and brings about the appea¬ 
rance of the integration with the mithya vastu. Such an 
appearance is a case of anirvacaniya khyati. If this inte¬ 
gration is not accepted consciousness and the unconscious 
should appear distinctly and separately, and not as a single 
entity. 


There is another objection from the Nyaya : When the 
self, the sense-organs and the objects are together there 


arises now and then some knowledge of the objects. There 
is the power here to give rise to knowledge. Further the 
jnanadi vritti’ which have their ground in the self have 
to come in an order successively. That instrument which 
gives that ability and facilitates this succession is the mind 
which should be assumed. There is nothing called antah- 
karana as distinct from the mind. Knowledge, happiness 
and unhappiness, desire, effect, and the like are said to be 
vijnana knya vrittis’ of antahkarana. The ground of these 



Vivaranam 


205 

vrittis is ‘he antahkarana, just as the ground or locus for 
the fire is the piece of iron, just as the mirror is the *asraya’ 
for the face, just as the water in a glass is the medium of 
reflection for the moon. Such an antahkarana is taken to 
be conditioning or delimiting the self. It is considered to 
be that which brings about the adhyasa on the self. Such 
an entity which is distinct from the mind is nowhere to be 
found, you cannot take the antahkarana to be non-differ- 
ent fiom the buddhi also. For Akshapada’s aphorism 
clearly states that buddhi is a synonym of ‘upalabdhi* and 
jnana. You cannot also say that the buddhi knows (janati) 
while the self comprehends (upalabhate); for the admission 
of a differen between ‘knows’ and comprehends’ would 
compelese to accept two distinct entities having these two 
functions. Hence there is no antahkarana. 

Reply : The intellect separates the evolved ahankara 
from consciousness which is the not-self! and the Yedantins 
speak of ahankara under the names of antahkarana, manas, 
buddhi, and aham pratyaya, for they accept the "vijnana 
sakti visesha’ in this consideration. When they accept 
the parispanda sakti the same evolved form is treated as 
‘prana’. 

There is the sruti passage - “Budher gunenatma gu- 
nena caiva aragramatro hy avaropi drishteh”. Here 
Buddhi is taken to be a substance since it has the nature of 
evolving. Again in the Sruti text - “yada pancaiva liyante 
janani manasa saha, buddhis ca nengate tatra param, atma- 
nam asnute”. Here again Buddhi is the asraya of ‘ceshta* 
and is thus conprehenned to be a substance. 

In “Vijnanam yajnam tanute” we find a separate and 
distinct mention of the self which is ‘anandamaya’. This 
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means vijnana is synomynous with buddhi. And buddhi 
as the ‘asraya’ of ‘kriya’ is again taken to be a substance. 

Again we read “vijnanena va rigvedam vijanati ma- 
nasa hy eva pasyati”. The word ‘manas’ is expressed here 
only to emphasise the means of apprehension. And manas 
then is identical with vijnana. Manas has the vrittis like 
karma, sankalpa and vicikitsa. 

Hence sruti and reason establish that the antahkara- 
na has.the vijnana sakti and kriya, and that it is also des¬ 
cribed as manas, buddhi etc. 

Take again the sruti passages - “BuddherFgunenatma 
gunena caiva”, “sa dhih svapno bhautva imam lokam sam- 
carati”, “vijnana mayah” and “manomayah”. Here 
we find manas or buddhi as that which delimits or condi¬ 
tions the self and as that which makes us take its attributes 
to be those of the self. 

In the sruti passage - ‘‘Kasminv aham utkrante utk- 
anto bhavishyami”. We find that ‘prana* which is the 
‘upadhi’ of ‘utrkanti’ etc., is only an ‘amsa’ of the antah- 
karana. But we cannot treat both ‘prana’ and the ‘antah- 
karana’ as the two upadhis; for that is inconsistent. The 
antahA arana then is the only upadhi- (the conditioning 
principle) 

It cannot be argued that all the passages given above 
are only ‘arthavadas’ (laudatory) and that therefore they do 
not lay down any principles. For we have the self which 
is devoid of parts, which is all-pervasive or every where, 
which is asanga (non-relational) and which is uncondi¬ 
tioned like the sky. Such a self cannot be treated as having 
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the 'utkrantyadi gamena’. This movement being incon¬ 
sistent with the nature of the self, we argue through artha- 
patti to establish that the antahkarana or ahankara is the 
upaphi, that it conditions the self due to avidya. 

Objection : Why can’t we say that the ‘Vijnana 
sakti’ and ‘kriya parinama sakti’ belong only to the self. 

Reply : Any parinama is inconsistent with the nature 
of the self, for the self is devoid of parts, is all-pervasive, 
and is asanga. Further the appearances are made possi¬ 
ble only when the evolved antahkarana is near by. And 
Padmapada says that “due to its paraga with the antah¬ 
karana the self is falsely treated as the ahankarta, just as 
the crystal is taken to be red because of the ‘uparaga, 
with the ‘japakusuma’ which is near by.” 

Padmapada states the question. “How do you accouut 
for the mithyatva of the redness in the crystal ?” The 
crystal is apprehended as red. Redness is not cognised as 
separate from the crystal. There is the samsarga between 
the redness and the crystal. This is explained differently 
in different theories. 

Akhyati : There is the appearance of the false read¬ 
ness in the crystal. But the redness that is cognised be¬ 
longs to or comes from the japakusuma. And it does not 
appear as distinct from the crystal. The absence of this 
distinction between the two brings about this erroneous 
cognition. 

Reply : The rays of light emanating from the eye 
catch the crystal; and if these rays approach the japa¬ 
kusuma flower, they will cognise the redness as belonging 
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to that flower only. The nature of the eye is to cognise 
the form along with its properties. We never see that the 
eye apprehends only the form or only the property. 

-You can not say that since there is a defect in the sense 
organ there is no contact with the flower and that therefore 
the erroneous cognition has arisen. The property of an. 
object is necessarily connected with the object. When the 
property is apprehended, the object also is apprehended. 
You cannot cognise the mere redness and not the flower 
having this redness, if the redness belongs only to the flower- 

Anyathakhyati : Only the mere form of the flower is 
reflected and it appears as the nature of the crystal. 

Reply : We nowhere see that only the form can be 
reflected and not its asraya also. It is not the bare abstrac^ 
form of the flower that can be reflected, but the flower a s 
such in all ics concreteness. Otherwise we should apprehend 
and say that we cognise redness in the crystal, or that the 
redness of the flower being undistinguished from the crystal 
appears as having the nature of the crystal. If there is a 
concomittant relation between the ‘prabha’ of the flower 
and of the crystal, the crystal should appear as red. In such 
a case there would be the ‘samsarga’ between the crystal 
and the redness ; for the crystal which is not in itself red, 
appears as red. This redness is mithya because of the sam¬ 
sarga between the two whence we cognise only one entity 
as the red crystal. 

Akhyati : We can argue that it is only the prabha of 
the flower that appears as red, and not the crystal. 
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Reply : We cognise the crystal and the crystal has 
whiteness. This whiteness is integrally and internally rela¬ 
ted to the crystal; and its manifestation is not prevented by 
any thing. Thus even the whiteness must appear in the cry¬ 
stal. 


Objection : But there is the red ‘prabha’ coming 
from the flower and this is opposed to the whiteness. The 
whiteness is removed, rejected, suppressed or prevented. 

Reply : If the whiteness is suppressed or prevented 
it means that the internal quality is no more there ; and in 
the absence of the quality the object is also not there. How 
can you cognise a formless object ? 

Objection : The substance may be devoid of a form ; 
yet there is the prabha which is the ‘rupi' (that which has 
the form)and since there is the samyoga with such a prabha 
the object is cognised, and cognition has become possible. 

Reply : This is impossible ; for the wind which is 
formless comes into contact with objects having a form. 
Then the wind too would have to be cognised by the eye. 

Objection : Redness has arisen when the whiteness 
has been removed or suppressed. The crystal has again a 
form and thus the eye was able to cognise it. 

Reply : Redness has not arisen because of the prabha. 
The prabha is there even after we overcome the error and if 
the redness is due to the prabha, the crystal should appear 
red even then. 

27) 
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So far we have assumed the existence of the prabha. 
The prabha of the ‘padmaraga’ and other genes is without 
a ground. But it is apprehended when we cognise them. 
On the other hand redness is in the crystal and is cognised 
as such. It has a ground. 

The redness cognised in the crystal is conditioned by 
the flower which is near by. Likewise there is the uparaga 
of the ahankara in the self. Since the self is conditioned 
by the ahankara we treat the self as the agent etc. Thus 
the self and the antahkarana so interpenetrate into one 
another that they are welded into a single unity. This is 
called a knot; and ahankara is spoken of as the ‘granthi’ 
(knot) 5 ’. 

Objection : ‘Kartritva’ (agent-hood) is a property 
of ahankara. Is there only a superimposition of this pro¬ 
perty on the self ? Or does there arise anew, but false, pro¬ 
perty in the self ? If it is the former, the illustration of the 
red crystal will be of no use, and there will be the admiss¬ 
ion of anyatha khyati. If it is the latter there will be a tru e 
katritva besides a false kartritva, and both these will have 
to appear. 

Reply: It is not a property of the ahankara alone 
that is superimposed on the self. That which is superims- 
posed is the ahankara along with its properties. Hence 
there is mithyatva and we do not have anyathakhyati. Fur¬ 
ther the example is taken only to imply that in the presence 
of one object, there appears a mithya dharma in another. 
Only this much is to be taken from the example. Or, we can 
accept that there are two Kartritvas. But since there is only 
one dharmi, there is no apprehension of the difference bet¬ 
ween these two kartritvas. 



212 


Panchapadika 


Objection : Then ahankara does not seem to require 
the mediation of the vijnana sakti and kriya sakti that con¬ 
stitute the sakshi svarupa. In such a case, how can there 
be the ‘idam amsata’ for ahankara ? 


Reply : Ahankara is cidbhasya or illumined by cons- 
cipusness and it acquires be nature of an object (idam 
amsata). The not-thisness is the form of consciousness and 
the object of consciousness constitutes the thisness. This 
does not require the mediation of jnana and kriya. 


Because of the uparaga of ahankara, the self which is 
not-this is falsely taken to be ahankarta. The self is 
taken to acquire the nature of ahankara; and such a self 
has the ‘vyapara’ of the ahankara only. In terms of this 
vyapara there arises the illumination T(prakasa, pariccbeda\ 
o the ahankarta; and this ahankarta alone is the object 
having the nature of the this. 


The body sense ° rg am and the objects are cognised 
as “e this because they are apprehended through the 
mediation of the antahkarana vritti (psychosis) and since 
there is no such mediation in the case" of theeCtaSt 
appears as the not-this. 1 


.. , Ejection : But is not ahankara mediated by ajna- 
na. forajnana brings about the ahankara. In view of 
this mediation how can you maintain the absence of the 
idamtavabhasa’ for the ahankara ? 

tearabnn^vf" ** 1S .° nIy because of ajnana there is the in¬ 
tegration of consciousness and ahankara into one Since 

consciousness and ahankara are distinct, some are unable 

to accept the view that the ahankara has the nature of the 



Vivaranam 


213 


this. Since there is only the mediation of ajnana, the 
ahankara appears as the not-this; and people are not will¬ 
ing to see any distinction here. 

Objection: If the ahankara has really the nature 
and meaning of the object, then it is not proper for the 
ahankara not to reveal itself as an object. 

Reply : The ahankara reveals itself as an object and 
it is proper to treat it so. But we have facts of experience 
which show that we behave otherwise even when we know 
the facts. The whole process of the tree beginning with 
the ankura (plant) aad endmg in the fruit is the result ob¬ 
tained from the series of the evolution from the changes 
that took place in the clay. Yet you do not speak of the 
tree as ‘mrinmaya’ as we do speak of the pot or the ‘val- 
raika’ (anthitl.) 

Objection : Yes, in the case of the tree we must 
have the ‘mrinmaya vyavahara’. But when we come to 
examine ahankara. we do speak of it as the this. Then 
this example does not fit in here. 

Reply: Even the wise are not intoleamt of such a 
usage. 

Hence let those who doubt this nature of ahankara 
examine it carefully from their own experiences and find 
out whether what we stated is true. 

The form of ahankara is the this which is integrated 
to the not-this or consciousness. So far it is established 
ana the illustration of the red crystal was also given to show 
inat the not-self is superimposed on the self. 
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Bimba - Prati bimba Vada (Theory of Reflection): 

Yet Padmapada gives the illustration of the reflections 
falling in the mirrer and in water. These illustrations go 
to show that the ‘anidamamsa’ (the aspect of the not-this) 
of the ahankarta is the reflection of Brahman, and that the 
reflection is not something different from the Bimba (origi¬ 
nal) of Brahman, but is the same as Brahman. The reflec¬ 
tion appears to be different (distinct) from Brahman and it 
also appears as distorting the original. Only this much is 
false. 

Objection : But distortion and difference are facts 
of direct experience in this case. How can you say that 
they are identical ? 

Reply : There is the recognition that both have the 
identical features. The features of Devadatta when he is 
outside the house are found to be the same as those when 
he is inside. Thus there arises the recognition. Likewise 
there is the recognition of this identity bet veen the original 
and the reflection. 

Objection : In direct perception there is the aware¬ 
ness of difference. How can this be negated by mere re¬ 
cognition ? 

Reply : If the reflection is different from the original, 
there cannot arise any recognition. 

Since we have the awareness of both identity and diffe- 
rents, there arises the doubt as to what negates which ; and 
the difference is negated because it lacks logical support. 
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Objection : Since there is a difference you can argue 
that there is a mirror near the original face and that the 
^avayavas* (parts) of the mirror have evolved themselves 
into the form of another person. In any other way there 
cannot arise a different person. It cannot be the impression 
of a stamp even, since the reflection is a strange evolute 
having features opposite from those of the original. There 
is no ‘samslesha’ (fusion) too which is necessary for such an 
impression. As such we say that the reflection is evolved 
from the avayavas of the mirror. 

Reply : In such a case we should have to . say that 
reflection is evolved in the mirror in the presence of the 
original near by ; and when the original is removed, the 
reflection should remain as it is. “You can’t say that the 
reflection is always there since it appears only when we look 
Into the mirror. For, hold the mirror crosswise and you 
won’t see the reflection as you found it earlier. 

Objection : When the instrumental cause is remo¬ 
ved, its effect also is gone. The Vaishikas argue that‘dvitva’ ? 
(two-ness) arises because of the *apaksha buddhi’, and when 
the latter is lost, the former too disappeares. Likewise 
when there is the contact with the hand you can stretch a 
closed mat (which is curling) ; and when the contact is not 
^ere, the mat is closed. Likewise the face is only the inst¬ 
rumental cause of the reflection. 

Reply : The facts are otherwise. The mat has been 
closed many a time previously and there has arisen in it a 
certain samskara which is the instrumental cause of its 
closing. When the iron is melted by the fire, it passes into 
the state of a solid only when an object opposed to the 
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melted iron has arisen. Ix is such an object that functions 
as the instrumental cause. The example from the Vaises- 
hikas is faulty, since number coexists with the object and is 
not created. 

Objection : When there arises a now product that 
comes from the samskara, you argue that there is the desti¬ 
nation of the previous product and not the destruction of 
the instrumental cause. How is this possible ? 

Reply : If you go on strectehing it frequently to put 
an end to its closing, it will not close even when thpre is or 
there is no contact with the hand. It there is the absence 
of the stretching because of the absence of the ‘nimitta’, 
then in the absence of the samskara also it must close it¬ 
self. 


Objection : Consider here the case of the mirror 
which is pure and clear. There is a samskara arising from 
the ‘samsthana\ Because of the strength of the samskara, 
there arises a ’viruddha kaarya 5 (contrary effect). Then 
there is the absence of the reflection. 

Reply : If so take a mirror which has just then come 
into existence. The continued long presence of the object 
before it gives rise to samskara of the ‘bimba parinama’. 
Even then the removal of the original would result in the 
removal of the reflection. 

Objection : The rays of the sun have fallen on the 
kamala and they have given rise to a samskara called its 
%vika$a parinama” (change into flowering). Yet when 
the rays of the sun are removed, we find the blosomming 
too disappearing. Likewise the reflection, which has been 
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there for a long time, disappears when the original is 
removed. 

Reply : No. In the case of the blosomming, of tha 
kamala we should note there was a time when it was only 
in the form of a bud inspite of the rays of the sun fall¬ 
ing on it. Its first blosomming was brought about by the 
earthly and watery elements that are in it. 

Objection : It is not these elements that have made 
it blossom. It is only the instrumental cause, viz., the rays 
of the sun. 

■ Reply : No. When these elements are no more in 
the flower, it becomes old and it does not close even in 
the absence of the sun. 

Objection : But even here the instrumental casse is 
the removal of the instrumental cause itself, and not the 
earthly and watery parts. 

Reply : But when these parts are in a state of decay* 
the flower does not close even when the sun has set. 

Objection : Then why can’t we assume a ‘parinama 
hetu’ in the case of the mirror for the effect of a contrary 
face ? 

Reply : We do not find such a parinamahetu in the 
case of the mirror. When there is the proximity of the 
Bimba the mirror reveals the form of the face; and this 
requires carving which is not found. Further the reflec- 
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Reply : No. We do cognise some of these avayavas; 
and just an we cognise a part or aspect of an object and fee^ 
that we cognised the object completely, so do we feel about 
our own faces. 

Objection : Take “Tat tvam asi”. This is intended 
to sublate the ‘tvam padartha’ (thou) for no liberation is 
possible if the samsarin is not destroyed. As such this is 
not a correct illustration : From the sentence ‘tat tvam asi’ 
we do find sublation in such cases. 

Reply : Here we should note that “so yam devadattah’ 
(This is that Devadatta) refers only to ‘taadaatmya’ (iden¬ 
tity) and not to the parartha badha because there is no 
‘samaanaadhikaranya’ "between the self and Brahman. The 
words ‘tat’ and ‘tvam’ convey the ‘Brahmasvarupa’ which 
is the Bimba for the self which is the reflection. If this 
were not the meaning, the sentence would have been ‘Na 
tvam asi’ (you are not) and not ‘tat tvam asi’, as in the case 
of ‘na rajatam asti’. Further even the sastraic text ‘nekshet 
adityam aadityam .nastam yantam kadacana, noparaktam 
no vaaristham no madhyam nabhaso gatam’goes to show 
that the identity of the Bimbarupaa is ultimately real. By 
stilting ‘no vaaristham’ this passage maintains the identity 
of the sun with the sun’s reflection in water. 

The Akhyati vadin (Prabhakara) says : The reflection 
which is in the mirror does not appear as different from the 
original. But the Bimba itself appears (prakasa) as undis¬ 
tinguished from the mirror. It is not that the rays of the 
eye falling on the mirror apprehend (or cognise) the Bimba 
alone as existing in a different place. But the rays of the 
eye fall on the mirror and are sent back and they cognise 
the Bimba only as existing in the aakasa. 



220 


Panchapadika 


Reply : It is a fact that there appears the reflection 
in an object that is in front of ns and it appears as c prrty^ 
ang mukha\ As if it has entered into the mirror, it is cog. 
nised by us. We find as if we are seeing another person. 
The face does not appear as it is but as if it were another. 
When this is the fact of experience there is mo use in con¬ 
tradicting it or rejecting it. 

Objection : An object having a specific form is reft, 
ected completely in the mirror. We no-where see that a 
specific object can exist completely and as it is in two diffe¬ 
rent places at the same time. How then can a specific 
finite entity appear at two different places with an identical 
nature, and yet how can both be real ? 

Reply : We only say that there is only one face exis. 
ting at only one place. Such a face appears as two at two 
different places because of illusion (bhrama)* We do no t 
say that the ‘vicchedaavabhaasa’ (appearance of difference^ 
is real, but we only say that the identity is real. 

Objection": Then what is this that we have ? One 
object alone existing at only one place is appearing diffe¬ 
rently as two and as existing at two places ? What is this 
difference ? 

Reply : This difference (vicchada) is brought about 
by maya”. 

Objection : But how can even Maya bring things 
that are inconsistent with the pramanas ? 

Reply : There is nothing impossible in Maya ; for 
Maya is skilled in manifesting the impossible or the incon¬ 
ceivable. 
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Objection : How is the appearance of ‘viccheda* 
brought by avidya,? The tree, which is seen to have its bra¬ 
nches upwards, is cognised in the water as having its bran¬ 
ches downwards. And we do not find any ajnana in such 
an appearance. 

Reply : We have said earlier that the cause of adhya- 
asa is not the ajnana which is said to envelop the objects, 
for ajnana is not vishayaavaraka. In all these cases where 
we have "aupaadhika bhrama’ (conditioned illusion) it is 
only the upaadhi that functions as the sufficient cause for 
the evolution of ‘atmavidya’, In ‘sopaadhika bhrama’ you 
may cognise the ground, and yet this cognition is not oppo¬ 
sed to adhyasa. The cognition of the ground will dispel or 
sublate only the 'nirupadhika bhrama* (unconditioned illu¬ 
sion). 

Objecton : In *sopaadhika bhrama’ we have the 
*bheda kartritvadhyasa (superimposition of a different 
agent). Here we can and do have the knowledge of the 
ground and this is the true knowledge. Yet this true know¬ 
ledge does not dispel adhyasa. But adhyasa is dispelled 
only when the upaadhi is dispelled. And the appearance 
of difference etc, ought to remain as it is even when there is 
the true knowledge. There is the knowledge or apprehen¬ 
sion of the identity of the bimba. There is the reflection 
and also the difference of this reflection from the original; 
and there are mithyavabhaasas (false appearences). Now 
even when there is the apprehension of the identity with 
Brahman, the distinctness and difference cannot vanish. 

Before a final reply can be given to this objections, there 
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Objection : If the self is only a reflection, we can¬ 
not understand the nature of the original since it is a refle¬ 
ction only ; The reflection of Devadatta does not compre¬ 
hend the nature of Devadatta, 

Reply : But in the case of Devadatta that which is 
reflected is only the ‘acetamamsa*' (non-sentient aspect)- 
Since the reflection is an unconscious entity it is unable to 
comprehend it; for example, the pot does not comprehend 
its own reflection. * 

Objection : But there are the atheistic materialists 
according to whom the body itself is the conscious entity. 

Reply If it is the ‘sacetanaamsa’ that is reflected 
we find that the properties like ‘syamatva’ which are not in 
the original but in the unconscious mirror are seen in the 
reflection since the reflection has a necessary relation with 
the mirror. JThese properties come to the reflection be¬ 
cause of the mirror which is unconscious and with which 
theie is the relation to the reflection. This is the answer if 
we accept the materialists contention. In any other view, 
we have to attribute these new properties of the reflection to 
the naturally unconscious entity called the body with which 
there is a relation for the conscious element of Devadatta • 
As such the reflection being ‘acetana’ (unconscious), can¬ 
not know that it is identical with the Bimba. There i s 
another argument to show that the reflection of Devadatta 
is ‘acetana’. It is our experience that the movement is 
possible in the reflection if there is no corresponding move¬ 
ment in the original. If the reflection has at some mo¬ 
ment some consciousness, it should show movement without 
requiring such a movement in the original. 



Vivaranam 


223 


Objection : It is not possible to suppress the *ajna- 
tva’ (ignorance) of the self by [merely accepting that Brah¬ 
man is 6 sarv<' jna* (omnicient) while the self is ‘ajna* or ‘kin- 
cijjna’; for Brahman too cannot be said to be ‘sarvajna’* 
The argument is thus stated for the objection. It is the fac^ 
of Devadatta that is reflected, and Devadatta can find out 
whether it is his reflection ta or not by his movements. So, 
the ‘asraya’ of ‘tattvajnana’ as well as the ‘aasraya’ of the 
previous doubt is Devadatta himself. Likewise Brahman 
alone ought to be the ‘asraya’ for both ‘ajnana’ and ‘tattva- 
jnana\ 

Reply : True knowledge can arise only in that per¬ 
son who has no bhranti (illusion) either with reference to 
himself or with reference to others; and the true knowledge 
can dispel his own ignorance only. If I am in error, true 
knowledge dispels only my ignorance. Tattvajnana does 
not arise u from the bimbatva, but from dispelling the 
error. This error is the result of ajnana and ajnana is the 
condition that brings the self into existence. 

Objection : Does Brahman know that the nature of 
the reflection as being that of the self ? or no ? if it 
does not know, he ceases to be ‘sarvajna\ If it knows 
it will see itself to be the ‘samsaarin’ (self). 

Reply : “When Devadatta knows his reflection to 
be identical with himself, he does not take the reflection 
along with the objects that have crept into it. He finds 
his reflection as being smaller. Ye he is not worried about 
these defects for he knows that it is his and that it is essen¬ 
tially non-different from him. Likewise Brahman sees in 
himself the self as his reflection and sees the samsara in 
the self; yet this is only a defeet that has crept with the 
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reflection, and it does not belong to him. This is what 
the true knowledge of identity gives. True knowledge and 
‘samsara’ are as different from one another as white and 
black; and one cannot be the other. 

Objection : Even when there is the awareness of 
identity, the ‘vicchedda vibhrama’ does not disappear, 
Tattvajnana cannot dispel ths ‘bheda bhrama’, for it is to 
khowledge of identity similar to that between the bimba 
and its reflection. 

Reply : Yes, it is true in our empirical experience. 
The ‘viccheda vibhrama’ is not [brought by the reflection, 
but by the ‘upaadhi 5 which is brought by ajnana; and this 
ajnana is dispelled by knowledge. By more knowledge 
alone there cannot be the dispelling or disappeasance of 
the reflections for the cause of reflection is the mirror 
which is real. 

Objection : Then there is the ‘Upadhijaadya’ atta¬ 
ched to the self; as such the self cannot be the ‘asraya’ for 
‘bhranti’ and for true knowledge. If the self is the asraya 
for these, he ceases to be a reflection. 

Reply : But the self** is similar to a reflection and 
is immediately apprehended by all of us as ‘cidruupah He 
is not completely evercome by the ’antahkarana jaadya. 

There is the ‘smtiti text - “Ruupam rupam prati ruupo 
babhuva”,, and Badarayana’s apoerism - “Ekahsa bahu- 
dha caiva drisyate jala candravat”; and Badarayana’s apho¬ 
rism-” Asha eva copama jala suryakadivatY These passages 
also establish the self to be the reflection of Brahma just 
as there is the reflection of aakaasa which is without a form 
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-as its reflection in water along with the clouds and stars, 
so can there be the reflection of Brahman. Even in a 
little pot of water we do find the reflection of a great ex¬ 
panse of the sky. And it is impossible to say that only 
that aakaasa. which is in the water is seen as ‘abhraadi 
bimba yuktah’. Hence Brahman is the Bimba and the self 
is its reflection and also fi cidrupa\ This is arrived at 
from the sastras and from direct experience. As such it 
is not possible to reject it. 

Objection : Why can’t we say that like the ‘ghata- 
akasa’, the self in conditioned (avacchinna) by the upaa- 
dhi ? 


Reply : No. The self is that consciousness which is 
said to be conditioned by the upadhi; and Brahman 
is the consciousness while there are only various conscious¬ 
nesses here. Brahman should have to be outside the sphere 
of the conditioned. In the sphere of the conditioned 
Brahman is conditioned as the self completely (sarvat- 
mana). And if Brahman is outside of the conditioned, he 
is no longer the unconditioned. He cannot be every where, 
nor can he be the ‘sarvaniyanta’, (controlling object) for 
the unconditioned cannot be there where the conditioned 
is, since that would bring about an unnecessary redupli¬ 
cation. 

The avacchedvaadin might argue that the ‘upadhy 
avacchinnatva’ is intended only to explain how the many 
forms or appearances come to exist, and that this has not¬ 
hing to do with Brahman that is outside. 

29) 
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To this the reply is - Brahman is said to be the cause 
etc. of the world, and to be the * sarvaniyantaa’ (all contro¬ 
lling). In passages like “ye vijnanat ...” we hear that 
Brahman who is distinct fro n the self appears as the vari - 
ous modifications in the proximity of the self. On the other- 
band, if we accept the ‘pratibimba vada 9 , we find that there 
is the natural akaasa in the water and in such a water we 
find the ‘pratibimbaakaasa 9 . Consequently the same origi¬ 
nal is there both in the water and outside it ; but we treat 
it as due to error. And even though the self is a reflection, 
Brahman can be the ‘niyanta’ etc. Thus this is a better 
theory. 

The self is ‘cidruupa’ (form of consciousness) and the 
cause for this reflection is ajnana which is dispelled by true 
knowledge arising from ‘sravana 5 . Thus the self is the 
asraya for the false and the true knowledge as well. This 
self thinks itself to be having the form of the ahankara 
It does think that it has that form which Brahman, who is 
similar to a Bimba, has. Even the '‘upaadhi svaruupa’ 
appears as only a case of error. True knowledge dispels 
this ‘upaadhi 9 and then there is an end to the ‘vicchedaava- 
bhaasaV’ Hence when there is the experience of Bra¬ 
hman, there is the removal or distruction of mithya- 
atva. 


Objection : Ajnana has been said to be the upaadhi 
that conditions the self. Then how is it that you say the 
upaadhi of the self is ahankaara ? 

Reply : There is no inconsistency here. Those that 
condition consciousness are many and they condition it i x 
various ways and in varying degrees. It is only our conve- 
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nience and purpose that determine which of these we should 
take up. Thus the one pure consciousness which is ‘nirvi- 
kalpaka’ gets into a relation with avidya ; and in deep sleep 
it becomes ‘ishadvikalpa vyavahara alambana*’ This avidya 
brings the antahkarana ; and when the self is conditioned 
not directly by avidya but by the antahkarana in the dream 
state, then it becomes ‘sthuulatama vyavaharalambanam’ 
(ground or locus for the activity of the gross body). When 
this antahkarana gets into an intimate relation with the 
gross body in the waking state, it becomes c sthulatma vyva- 
haralambanam. For these three stages the immediate upar 
adhis are respectively ajnana, antahkarana and the body. 
These do not create any differences or distinctions in the 
ultimate principle. From the difference in the upaadhis, 
you cannot conclude that there is a different self for each 
upaadhi. Each succeeding ^conditioning entity conditions 
that which is already conditioned by the previous entity. If 
there is no such relation between the upaadhis, you will 
arrive at the difference in the selves. 

Objection : Ajnaana is the material cause of the 
gross body and it is also “uparakta* by the samskara of the 
subtle body. This subtle body is absent in deep sleep. Then 
how can such an ajnana condition the self in deep sleep ? 
The distinction between the self and Brahman is due to 
bhranti, and there is no such bhranti in deep sleep. And 
if you argue that the distinction is assumed as ‘arthagata* 
(as being in the two objects)because of the‘bhranty ajnana’, 
then the ‘vibhaga’ is a product of ajnana. Now there is a 
devolution of all the products of ajnana in deep sleep. As 
such the distinction must be absent in deep sleep. In the 
absence of the distinction, the ‘avidya ahankarya’ will have 
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to be in Brahman. But if this distinction is not due to 
ajnana, then the distinction will have to be beginningless. 
And there cannot be any c avidya nimittatva’. 

Reply: To avoid the ‘avidya samskarya’ (modified 
by nesceience) for Brahman, we assume that the distinction 
between the self and Brahman exists even in deep sleep. 

Objection : Then it must be a distinction arising 
from (or based upon) the nature of the two objects, and not 
from ajnana. 

Reply: Yes. In all cases of distinction excepting 
that involved in deep sleep, the distinction is only a case of 
error and has its ‘upadana 5 in avidya. 

Objection : Then that distinction which is based on 
the nature of the two objects cannot have avidya as its upa- 
dana, for it is beginningless and is not erroneous. 

Reply : Yes. Even though it is beginninglesss, we 
say that all distinction is dependent on avidya. The rela¬ 
tion of the self to avidya does not have avidya as its upa- 
dana ; but it is dependent on, is determined by avidya. Be¬ 
fore this relation has arisen, there cannot be an independent 
existence of the self. Because of this inconsistency we speak 
of the self and of the relation of the self to avidya as being 
determined by avidya. There is no ‘avidyo padanata* for 
the ‘atmavidya sambandha’ (relation with avidya) for the 
beginningless ajnana can only bring the relation of the self 
to avidya. 

Objection : How is the distinction of the self from 
Brahman dependant on avidya, or determined by avidya ? 
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Reply : Consciousness is qualified by the beginning. 
less avidya and appears as the beginningless selves by re¬ 
maining as the asraya (locus) for the temporary yet beginh- 
ningless difference. It is only a temporary or unreal diffe¬ 
rence and not an actual one because of the identity of that 
consciousness with the self Hence this distinction has its 
‘asraya’ in the *anaady avidya visishtam caitanyam’^conscio- 
usness modified by the beginningless avidya). This distinc¬ 
tion acquires an ‘uparaga’ (relationship) with the svarupa 
also, and as such it becomes specifically ‘avidya tantra\ 
Thus we speak of the distinction as ‘avidya krita* (brought 
by avidya). Those that are dependent on avidya are like 
the ‘avidya sambandha’ itself both ‘anirvachaniya’ and be¬ 
ginningless ; and this is not inconsistent with them. 

It is the specific or qualified mirror and the specific o r 
qualified pot that gives rise to the appearance of an unreal 
difference between the face and the akaasa on the one hand 
and their reflections on the other. There is [no ‘svarupato 
bheda’. Hence we conclude that difference is dependant on 
the upadhi. 

The self, then, as the reflection appears to be distinct 
from Brahman because of the functioning of the beginning¬ 
less avidya. From this avidya there arise other upadhis 
like ahankara. And in so fax as these belong to the same 
reflection, they aie all treated as upadhis. 

Now the Bhedabhadavaadin (Bhaskara) argues that 
since the reflection is an unreal entity, the self cannot be 
the reflection of Brahman. 

We have to reply that the reflection of the face and 
that of the xit svarupa’ are not unreal entities or fictions. 
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Even though we admit that the difference and the *vipar- 
yasa* here are unreal, there is no harm in so far as the face 
and consciousness are concerned. By implicity rejecting 
the hnithyaamsa’ we apprehend the ‘bimbatmata 7 for the 
face and for the ‘cit svarupa’. Bondage and liberation , how¬ 
ever, are not for the mithyamas. but for the ‘svarupa’ of the 
self. So that there may not be any avidya samkarya for 
Brahman, we have shown that the self differs from Brah¬ 
man, because of the upadhi which only the self has. As 
such Bhaskara errs profoundly in not understanding the 
standpoint of others and in maintaining the unreality of 
the reflection. 

ILLUSTRATIONS : 

Ahankara functions as the upadhi and brings the 
distinction between the self and Brahman. This is the 
purport of the illustrations given for Bimba Pratibimba 
vaada - the reflection of the sun in the water, or of the 
face in the mirror. 

That ahamkara functioning as the upadhi brings the 
‘anatmadhyasa’, is the purport of the illustration of the 
crystal appearing red. These adhyasas require the ‘upa~ 
dhi\ 

Then why is the illustration of the snake appearing in 
the rope given ? In the adhyasa illustrated by the previous 
examples we have real upadhi really in the form of the 
mirror or of the ahankara. But in the case of the anat- 
madhyasa too do We require such as upadhi near by ? The 
self is consciousness and what is adhayasta on it is different 
from consciousness. To show that the adhyasa here does 
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mg in the rope is "often given. Kartritvaadhyasa has 
ahankara as its upadhi. And this is the cousequence of a 
*nirupaadhika adhyasa’. It is to explain this that such an 
illustration is given. 

Objection : But every where adhyasa requires an 
upadhi which is different from both the ground and the 
consequent. It cannot be without an upadhi. 3 In the case 
of the cognition of the snake the snake may not be near 
by. But formerly we had such experiences and now there 
are the samakaras of those experiences and these samskaa- 
ras constitute the upadhi”. 

Reply : So much of an upadhi that is brought about 
only by the samskaras of the previous experience is found 
in the case of the self also. What is denied is only ^tha$ 
upadhi which exists independently. The samskara of the 
previous experience alone cannot be said to be the cause of 
error. There is no rule stating that the ‘purva bhranti 
samskara’ is not the cause. Here too we have the aham- 
karta and the samskaras to which this ahankara gives rise. 
The relation between these two is as beginningless as that 
between the seed and the plant. This causal relation be- 
gets a samskara which is the cause of the erroneous cog¬ 
nition. 

So far there illustrations have been able to establish 
the ‘sopadhika’ and ‘nirupadhika’ forms of adhyasa. 
What then is the purpose of the ‘ghatakasa’, illustration ? 
It aims at explaining w to us that the ground which is con¬ 
sciousness is ‘asanga 9 (non-relational) Reality. Tne 
redness which is a property of the flower has a synthetic 
unity with the crystal which is a substance. The crystal is 
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a ‘savayava’ (having parts) substance and it can have the 
property of redness. Yet there is the 6 asambhed avabhaasa 
of the red. This appearance is aided by, ‘anirvachani- 
yatva* (inexplecablity). Yet this appearance is taken as 
if the crystal is related to the red colour. In the case of 
the rope we have the cognition of the snake; and this snake 
is neither sambhinna* (fused) nor £ asambhina’ (not fi sed) 
in the rope. Thus these illustrations are not able to ex¬ 
plain the ‘asangatva* (non-relational) nature of the self as 
conveyed by the srutis ‘asango nahi sajjate’, and ‘asngo 
hy ay am purusah*' As such the ‘ghatakasa’ illustration is 
given. In the case of the ‘ghatakasa’ we find that it is only 
the consideration of the upadhi that gives us distinctions 
like difference, form and effect; and these are seen as the 
internal differentiations of the upadhi (or brought about 
by the upaadhi). 

Objection : If the illustrations alone are capable 
of establishing the ‘avikaritva’ (changelessness), ‘ekatva’ 
(oneness) and ‘asangatva* of the self, then the fi agama t 
is of no further use. It is better not to touch it. 

Reply : Sruti, nyaya and experience establish the 
self and determine its nature, and these illustrations are 
only intended to ward off the doubts that arise in the en¬ 
quiry.' They make us comprehend the truths. They do 
not give us the immediate experience of Reality. Examp, 
les alone are not capable of establishing the truth; and 
there is also the possibility of counter examples. Argument 
from analoga is the weakest one. 

Pure Consciousness is the Ground ; 

Sankara’s statement ‘asmatjpratyaya vishayatvat* i s 
directed towards establishing the adhyasa on the self. So 
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far we have established the ‘asmat pratyaya’ (I, self) and 
the adhyasa to which it gives rise to. Now the meaning of 
‘vishaya’ (object) is given. 

Pure consciousness is of the nature of the not-this 
and as such is not an object, yet it makes the ‘vyavahara® 
(activity) possible in the ahankara : for ahankara conditions 
consciousness. As such accepting the ‘gaunivritti’ 
(secondary idea) we say that consciousness is the object for 
the c asmat pratyaya’, and this object is also seen to be 
‘vyvaharayogya’ in so far as it appears as ahankara. 

Objection : The ‘anatmadhyasa* (superimpositton 
of the not-self) is only ‘savikalpaka’ (determinate,delimited 
(finite) adhyasa ; and as such the ground should also be 
finite or determined. Hence the unlimited or unconditioned 
consciousness alone cannot be the ground. How can there 
be ahankara adhyasa which is that of a finite entity ? Now 
there is adhyasa only when there is ‘vyavahara yogyatva’; 
and there is vyavahara yogyatva only when there is adhyasa. 
This involves the fallacy of mutual dependence. 

Reply : The ‘savikalpadhyasa’ is seen to have a nir- 
vikalpa (non-determined) entity as its ground. We can 
say that the ajnanadhyasa has made the ground a savikalpa 
one for the ahankara or the ‘purvahankaradhyasa (super¬ 
imposition of the prior ego) has made the ground a svikalpa 
one. As such for the later ahankaradhyasa, the ground can 
be the cidavabhasa. Beginninglessness explains the adhyasa 
satisfactorily. 

30) 
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Conciousness as the subject, Doer Enjoyer. 

Objection : The self is beyond change, is pure con¬ 
sciousness, is undefiled blise and asanga, Such a self can** 
not be the pramata (knower) for a pramana involves pra- 
miti (knowledge) ; and prarniti requires "pramana kriya 
parinama’ (activity of the meaning of knowledge). This 
is impossible in tiie case of that consciousness. If one is 
ot a pramata, he can be neither the doer nor the enjoyer. 
The vyvahara which is of the nature of samsarga implies the 
groups - pramata - pramana - prameya, Karta - Karma - 
Kriya, and bholcta - Bhoga - bholctavya. The vyavahara is 
impossible in the case of the self. The ahankara being un¬ 
conscious cannot be the asraya of these. As such there can 
be no vyavahara at all. 

Further, the prakasa (effulgence) of consciousness is 
natural and inherent in it; as such it itself can illumine the 
objects. Since it is sarvagata (all-pervamive), it should 
illumine everything. This would lead to avyavastha (impo¬ 
ssibility of any distinctions). Hence we should accept the 
view that the self is ' capable of undergoing transforma¬ 
tions or changes. 

Other objections and an examination of these objec¬ 
tions follows : 

Objection : These difficulties do not arise if we hold 
to the all-pervasive character of the self. Knowledge may 
be an act or a property ; and if knowledge aris:s from the 
: catushtaya sanmkarsha’ (coming together of the four) this 
knowledge would have to arise as having a ‘samavaya* (in¬ 
herent) relation with the self since it can not have any ‘pra- 
iesasrayatva’ (locus) in view of the self being "niravayava 5 . 
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Then knowledge is related to the self which is.its ground ; 
and the self is all-pervasive. Such a self will then have a 
contact with all finite objects or substances. Consequently 
all should have the knowledge^thats. illumines all objects* 
The pradipa has an act and also a ‘prakasa guna’, and these 
are related to the lamp which is their ground. As such a 
corresponding illumination is cognised in the object. Why 
can’t we say that there is only an ‘adrishta sambandha’ 
(mysteriouls relation) because of which knowledge does not 
illumine all objects but only the one concerned ? 

No, for the lamp is so seen to manifest all the objects 
that have a relation with the light. This is the nature of 
the objects, and we find no rule that can go against this. 
*Sukha’ and ‘duhkha’ are taken to be ‘adrishtavishayas’ 
whence we do not recognise objects like thorn etc. as capa¬ 
ble of giving rise to that £ duhkha’ (sorrow). 

Then, the object gives rise to knowledge and knowledge 
may be said to illumine or manifest only this object and 
not all. 

No. Even the sense organ like the eye has a part in 
giving rise to the cognition, and knowledge should also illu¬ 
mine the eye. Since even that which has not given rise to 
knowledge appears as the object, we cannot say that know¬ 
ledge illumines only that object which has given rise to it. 
The ‘prakaasa guna’ of the^lamp, for instance, is seen to illu¬ 
mine or manifest even the ‘ajanaka vishaya’ (non-existent) 
which is related to it. 

If knowledge is a property, it cannot illumine to obj¬ 
ect which has brought it. The same difficulty is there even 
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if knowledge is an act. The arrow may not have any known 
target; but when once it is discharged it is sure to hit that 
person who acquires a relation with its ‘asraya’. 

Well, the self is ‘niravayava’ (partless) and as such it 
can have a contact with all. 

If so, it can illumine or manifest nothing. Kriya and 
guna cannot have any samsarga with any object other than 
their own ‘asraya’. They cannotjalso have any ‘samsarga’ 
even with their own ‘asraya’; and in the absence of the 
‘samsarga’, they can bring nothing to light. As such the 
self cannot be niravayava. 

Then the objector proceeds to make out* his position by 
arguing that knowledge has the ‘samavaya’ relation only 
with the ‘pradesa’ (place) of the self which is conditioned 
by the body. It does not have this relation with the whole 
self. Then the self would be ‘saavayava’ and it cannot ill¬ 
umine or manifest an object that is not immediate and 
direct. Since the ‘prakasa’ which has its ground in the self 
has no ‘samsarga’ with the object, it can be said that 
kriya, guna etc., do not have the /asrayatilanghana’ (over¬ 
coming or passing beyond their ownasraya). There can 
not be the illumination or manifestation due to the relation 
with the ‘anasrayatva pradesa’, for that would involve the 
manifestation of everything. 

But is it not a fact that an ‘abhicaarakarma’ (witch¬ 
craft) has its asraya in a person from whom it proceed** 
and it then proceeds to create the evil in another person 
who has no relation with the former ? It appears to have 
a relation with one who is not related to its ‘asrayatma 
pradesa . Why can’t we accept the same process here ? 
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No. We do see that the harm is created in another 
and as such we have to admit an 'adrishta sambandha* 
between these two places. But this only makes us infer 
that the relation here is effected by the presiding spirit, or 
by god, or by some ‘sakti’ (power). The object :s said to 
be manifested by the relation of the sense organ with the 
object, of the mind with the sense organ, and of the self 
with the mind. But this manifestation of the object doe s 
not arise from the knowledge which has its gound in the 
person; for even if another object is related to this object, 
that another object is seen to be manifested. Further^ 
prior to the emergence of the knowledge arising from the 
*catushtaya sannikaisa’, we cannot say that is exists and 
the knowledge that has arisen has no relation with the 
objects. Consequently this knowledge can not determine 
the existance of the object, 

All these defects arise whether the self is anuparina 
ama ^(atomic) or ’deha parimai.a’ (medium magnitude)" 
Hence no one is able to establish the possibility of ‘pramal 
nadi vyavshara’. 

Advaitic Theory off Perception ; 

To a certain extent only Advaita can establish the dis¬ 
tinction of subject, object, means of cognition etc. 

There is the ‘antahkarana’ which is the idam arasa (ths 
this-aspect) of the ahankara. This -antahkarana undergoes 
an evolutionary process (parinana vyapara) which is spoken 
of as jnana because it is the ‘antahkarana vrittr (spistemic 
act). The antahkarana is a substance having parts o r 
♦avayavas’, and it has the nature of prakasa. It is that 
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unseen thing which cooperates with the sence organs etc., 
and which evolves itseif far and wide like a long ray of 
light; for it is commonly seen that ‘tejas’ (light) moves 
quickly 10 a very great dislance in space. It has a quick 
spatial and temporal movement. 

This ‘parinama vyapara’ of the antahhakara has a 

transitive reference. It has an object and proceeds towards 
it. In so doing it brings out something sepcific to the self 
which is its ground; for every act functions asacaise 
and brings a change or modification in its own asraya or 
ground. This ‘parinama’ brings a specific state called the 
‘kartrikarma sambandha’, (subject-act relation). The act 
conveyed by ‘prapnoti’ (obtains) referes to a specific state 
of the doer with reference to the object obtained. This is 
known in the case of the ‘antahkarana parinama’ as the 
relation between the knower and the known. 

Due to its own ‘parinama' let the antahkarana have a 

relation with the object. But how does the ‘vishaya visesha- 
vabhasa’ (apppearance of a specific object) arise for the 
self ? The reply is as follows: 

The manifesting medium of consciousness in only 
that antahkarana which is'vishaya visesha sambandha’. The 
antahkarana has a relationship with the specific object. The 
antahkarana brings about this relation to consciousness. 

Since it is every where enveloped by avidya, the nature 
of consciousness is unmanifested (anabhivyakta svabhavam). 
Yet since the antahkarana is the medium that conditions 
consciousness, consciouness is manifested or revealed thro¬ 
ugh it. Whatever be the specific modifications that the 
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antahkarana undergoes, consciousness alone is revealed 
through all of them. The ball .of iron when it is aflame 
assumes a variety of forms and all these forms are also the 
forms of the fire. As such, consciousness, as conditioned 
by the antahkarana which is already ‘samsrishta’ (fused) 
with the objects, assumes that form into which this antah¬ 
karana has evolved itself. 

Let the consciousness which is conditioned by the ‘pra- 
xnatri rupa’ appear as the pramata (knower). But how does 
this consciousness become that which is conditioned by 
the object ? The answer is- There is the ‘parinama vya- 
para’ which is the essential or most important act of the 
antahkarana. This action has a transitive reference. It 
refers to an object which is not apprently a conscious ent- 
tity. Due to the ‘parinama samsarga’ the unconscious 
nature (jadyatva) of the object stands rejected or transfor¬ 
med. The object becomes capable of giving up its exclu¬ 
sive nature for it is enveloped by the activity of the antah¬ 
karana. This is possible because the functioning of the 
antahkarana is a transformation (vivarta) of consciousness. 
Just as the antahkarana makes itself capable of manifesting 
consciousness, so does it make its related object too capable 
of manifesting the same consciousness. 

Objection : Because there is the difference in the 
‘avacchedaka’ (the manifesting medium), there arises the 
difference in the *cit prakasa’. Then how does the ‘sam- 
sarga’ with the ‘pramatrirupavabhasa’ (appearance of the 
knower) arise for the experience which is conditioned by 
the objects ? If there is no ‘samsarga’ at all, how can we 
say that ‘this is known by me’ ? How can we have the 
knowledge that manifests the samsarga between the subject 
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and the object ? In other words, what is the ‘pramana vya- 
vastha’ ? And how does it arise in view of the differences 
between one experience and another ? The apprehension of 
only one relation between the subject and the object- 
cannot bring the manifestation of the objects or of the 
knowledge of the objects. 

Reply : ‘The ‘antahkarana vritti’ involves or bring s 
the subject - object relation. Herein the immediate cons¬ 
ciousness as 'conditioned by the ‘pramatravastha visesha’ 
(specific state of the knower) is identical with that immedi¬ 
acy of the object. Such an identity is of the nature of 
immediacy and this is manifested by the antahkarana vrtti. 
The vrtti parinama (evolution of the epistemic 'act) has the 
samsarga (relation) with both the subject and the object. 

When there js a ‘vyanjaka bheda’ (difference in the 
medium or conditioning) there will be a ‘vyangya bheda’ 
(difference in the conditioned). But here such a thing is 
not possible since the same ‘parinama vritti’ as having the 
samsrishti (fusion) with both the subject and the object, 
has become the vyanjaka (manifesting form). The mani¬ 
festing medium is the same for both ; but that which is 
manifested appears differently in different parts. 

Objection : If the ‘caitanyaabhivyakti’ (manifesta¬ 
tion of consciousness) is the same in both, then is the expe¬ 
rience as conditioned by the pot the subject ? Or is the sub¬ 
ject that experiences or consciousness which is conditioned 
by the antahkarana ? Whatever it is, both are identical. 

Reply : The antahkarana is the upaadhi that con¬ 
ditions the self. The vritt is its specific state in which we 
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have the conditioned consciousness. This specific state 
characterizes the ‘pramata’ (the subject). ‘Pramaatrita* 
being a subject, is of the nature of the doer alone, and not 
of the object, Since the antahkarana is here the doer, we 
speak of the subject as the consciousness which is condi¬ 
tioned by the antahkarana. 

Objection : If there is an identical consciousness, 
the subject alone will have to constitute the evperience or 
the complete cognition. Is this not inconsistant ? 

Reply : No. Cognition involves that consciousness 
which is conditioned or manifested by the object; and thus 
we have the cognition with the experience of such an object. 
Thus the subject is the consciousness as conditioned by the 
antahkarana, and the e phala’ is the consciousness as con¬ 
ditioned by she object. 

Objection: The vritti has its asraya in the antah¬ 
karana, while the cognition has the samavaya (in-herence) 
relation with the self. Thus there are two differ-ent grounds 
for both. Further, they have different objects also. The 
vritti refers to the object pot, while the cognition refers 
to the antahkarana. Thus kriya (vritti) andphala (cogn 
ition) have different grounds and different objects. Is 
this not inconsistent ? 

Reply : No. Antahkarana and self are not two dif- 
ferententies; for the adhyasa between these two gives 
rise only to a common idenitcal ground. And since the pot 
too is only a medium manifesting consciousness, there is 
only a common identical object for both the vritti and the 
cognition. 


31 ) 
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Objection : The samkhya system says that the 
meaning is in the intellect and that the purusha knows this 
meaning. Now according to your position, the meaning 
is consciousness, is in consciousness, and consciousnsss 
comprehends it. 

Reply : The samkhya contention is only this - The 
meaning is first in the intellect, and later on the self com¬ 
prehends it having become identical with the intellect. 

Thus we have seen that even though the self is all-per¬ 
vasive its prakasa is enveloped by avidya. This self is con¬ 
ditioned by the upadhi called the antahkarana. The vritti 
of this antahkarana constitutes the medium through which 
consciousness is revealed. In so far as this medium in¬ 
volves the objects that manifest consciousness, it is with 
reference to the objects that we speak of the self as being 
the subject. 

Objection : What is ‘abhivyakti’ (manifestation) ? 

Reply : It is only the removal of the ‘avarana’ (en¬ 
velope), not anything that brightens or adds to the ‘sva- 
rupa’. It is only the removal of that which prevents the 
illumination of the real, or it is only the dispelling of the 
ajnana that has enveloped the conditioned self. 

Objection : Now there is the sruti text - “hrir dhir- 
bhir ityetat sarvam manahva”. Here we hear of the upadhi 
having the nature of parinama. What is its pramaana ? 
Is manas (mind) too an evolute ? 

Reply : ‘Manas’ is that which has the ‘jnana pari¬ 
nama’; and this ‘vyavahara’ is the buddhi’. Since buddhi 
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and manas are identical, we are able to speak of the ‘pari- 
namavati buddhih’ (intellect transforms or changes). 

Thus it is the upadhi which brings about the ‘vyava- 
stha bheda’. Now if it r ft is argued - that all objects as 
objects are on the same level in so far as they are all 
equally well illumined by consciousness; and that therefore 
everything must be maiifested or illumined at the same 
time then this argument comes from one who does not 
know the nature of the upadhi and who does not knew 
what it involves. 

The subject is ‘svayam jyotih’ (self luminous); when 
there is a relation with .the objects for this subject there 
arises an experience; and this experience is an immediate 
one and is ^identical for all. The kartradi karakas give 
rise to the ‘jnanakriyaa’ fonly when they function together * 
The kartrikaraka (doer-ship) requires a specific object 
(karma karaka) for [a cognition. As such the ®eognition 
and the vritti have their ground only in the subject, and 
not elsewhere. That karmakaraka which gives us the 
vrittijnana is the one related to the kartrikaraka. The 
experience, then, has its ground in the object. 

Objection : If consciousness is manifested also in 
the ‘karmakaraka’, then wejhave to note that the object is 
an object for all subjects. As such it should appear for 
all subjects. 

Reply : “Karmakaraka give us the cognition only 
when it functions together with the kartrikaraka. As such 
this gives rise to the immediacy of the subject only, just as 
the previous agrument gives rise to the immediacy of the 
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object. “Sah graaniam gacchati”. Here‘grama 6 (village) 
is the object and it is realised by the person who moves. It 
reieres to the person as being the one immediately involved 
here. 


The ‘vishaya caitanya’ (object as consciouness) is mani¬ 
fested only as being identical with that ‘pramatri caitanya 
which is related to the object concerned. It is not identi¬ 
cal with any other ‘pramaatri caitanya’ which is not involved 
jn the cognition. As such all cannot have the same cogni” 
tion when only one has it. 

Objection : The lamp has prakasa and it has sam- 
sarga with all objects; and it manifests them all. Likewise 
since consciouness is ‘svayam prakaasa’ and all pervasive, 
it has samsarga with all objects; and it should manifest or 
illumine all. In such a case how can you assume ahan- 
kaara to be the upadhi for that consciousness ? 

Reply : In so far as the individual is concerned, it is 
the ‘antahkarana parinama vritti that brings about a rela¬ 
tion of samasrishtijbetween the subject and the object. The 
object is necessarily implied by the vritti; and antahkarana 
conditions consciousness. Even though consciousness has 
contact with all objects, it can illmine only those with 
which the vritti is connected; and because of the vritti there 
arises the cognition. When the vritti is absent the cogni¬ 
tion is impossible even if there is the c vishay oparaga’ 
(attachment to the object) for conciousness. 

Objection: Prakasamarata is attibuted only to the 
‘samsarga’ of the ‘prakasa’. It is the prakaas a that 
^llumines the objects on which it falls. It does not illu- 
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mine other objects because consciousness being *asanga> 
(non-relational) does not have any relation with them. If 
this is given as the explanation, then we have to say, that 
consciousness being ‘asanga’ cannot have any relation with 
the antahkarana; and that such an upadhi cannot illu_ 
mine anything. 

Reply : Let it be so. The self that is conditioned by 
the antahkarana is like the reflection; and it illumines 
those objects which are ‘samsrishta’ with it. Brahman, on 
the otherhand, is like the Bimba; and since it is all- 
pervasive. It can illumine every thing. The sarvadarsitva 
(all-seeingness) of Brahmam does not come to the self also, 
just as the purity of the face does not come to the reflection. 
And the kincijjnatva’ of the self does not belong to Bra¬ 
hman, just like the darkness of the reflection. Thus we can 
explain everything. 

Objection : This is not convincing. Now, cons¬ 
ciousness as conditioned by the object is the Brahma caita- 
nya; and this cannot be attributed to (or cannot be in) the 
s elf that is conditioned by ahankaara; just as the ‘sarva- 
jnatva’ (all-knowingness) of Brahman is not found in the 
self. Then there cannot be any 'vishayaavabhasa’ for the 
self. 

Reply : But between the antahkarana which is the 
upadhi of the self and the object there is a mutual syntac - 
tical relation. And even though consciousness is conditi. 
oned by both these, the t vq are mutually samsrishta. As 
such the self can have the ‘vishayavabhasa’. . 

Objection : In such a case, we have to note that the 
antahkarana is always samsarishta with Brahman who is 
all-pervasive. The antahkarana is the upadhi. The iden- 
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tity of the jiva and Brahma caitanya is manifested in the 
npadhi. As such the sarvjnatva of Brahman which has 
the illumination for the self is eternal. The self then wil* 
cease to be the conditioned mode of consciousness. 

Reply : Then we shall argue from another standpoint. 
The self is conditioned by avidya. 

Objection : Consciousness is all - pervasive ; and 
then it cannot even illumine or reveal itself. When ‘cai¬ 
tanya prakasa’ is in itself ‘aprakasamana’, it cannot reveal 
any object ; for the lamp that is devoid of light does not 
manifest any object. Further, we can place one finger before 
our eye and prevent the rays of the sun falling on it. Like¬ 
wise that which conditions consciousness obstructs or pre¬ 
vents the prakasa of the all-pervading consciousness. 

Reply : Due to the uparaga (attachment) of the an- 
tahkarana, the avarana is overcome ; and consciousness 
which is manifested or revealed therein is able to manifest a 
little. 

Objection : Even this is faulty. The antahkarana 
is the product of avidya. How can an effect overcome or 
dispel its cause, since cause and effect have only the mutual 
relation of co-operation. Thus you cannot establish the 
‘kincijjnatva’ of the self from the ‘ahankaropadhi’. 

Final Reply : That avidya is the upadhi of the self 
is quite proper. The all-pervasive self being ‘asanga’ can¬ 
not have ‘samyoga’ with all. Only 'a conditioned consci¬ 
ousness can have the relation with some. Further, prakasa 
can illumine or manifest only that object with which there 
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is the 4 samyoga\ Moreover, Bf ahman being the *sarvopa_ 
dana* (cause of all) makes manifest the whole world as non. 
different from itself, just as it manifests to the self as iden¬ 
tical with itself. The self cannot do this because it is not 
the upadana of the world. 

Objection : But Brahman is all-pervasive and un¬ 
related to any object being asanga. How does this ‘asam- 
srishta’ (non-relational) consciousness acquire a samsarga 
relation with antahkarana ? 

Reply : Three possible explanations are given. They 
are respectively (1) ciduparaganta vritti (attached to cons, 
ciousness), (2) abhedartha (non-different) vrttih, and 
(3) avaranabhibhavartha (enveloping) vrttih’. 

1) ‘Gotva’ is a (cowness) generic universal. Even 
though lions and other animals which are different from the 
cow are near by, the *gotva’ is not manifested by the horse 
etc because the horse has no relation with *gotva\ It is the 
nature of *gotva’ to be manifested only by those amimals 
that have the dewlap etc., for ‘gotva’ has a necessary and 
natural relation only with such animals. 

2) There is the pradipa prabha (light the lamp). The 
ray of light spreads to the air, ether, rasa, gandha etc. 
Yet because of its nature, it does not manifest these. It 
manifests only those forms with which it has a samsarga. 
Likewise it is the specific nature of consciousness to have 
its samsarga with the antahkarana only and not with any¬ 
thing else. 

c) Thorns etc. by themselves do not burn. But when 
the ball of fire has its samsarga with them, they begin to 
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burn. The iron ball is like the ahankara, while the fire of 
t he bail is like the self. It is such a self that illumines 
those objects that are not capable of revealing themselves. 
Hence it is proper to treat ahankara as the upadhi. 

2) We may argue that the self has an upadhi. Being 
conditioned by the upadhi, the self is ‘paricchinna’; and 
hence it cannot illumine every thing. That which brings 
this conditioning is the antahkarana which has vritti. This 
v rxtti effects a samsarga with the objects whence arises the 
manifestation of the ‘vishaya caitanya’. ‘Jivacaitanyata’ 
is not opposed to this. There will be an eternal illumina¬ 
tion of all the objects as in the case of Brahman only when 
the antahkarana vritii undergoes a madification in the form 
of Brahman. Till such a vritti can have the samsarga,_ 
only a few objects are revealed. It is not the samsarga ot 
the veal antahkarana that bringes this manifestation, .since 
that would have to reveal also the dharmas of this antah¬ 
karana. That antahkarana whose vritti has evolved itself 
into the form of the self, only such an antakarana can 
overcome the self. If this were not true, the experience 
of deep sleep would have to be false. Hence we conclude 
that the 5 ‘paricchinnatva' of the self does not bring the 
manifestation of all objects. 

3) The self is enveloped by ajnana; and even though 
it is svay- m prakasa, it is unable to manifest all the obje¬ 
cts. And when there is the upasarga with the antahkarana, 
there disappears the ‘avarana’. Manifostation arises there 
only; and that object is illumineted with which there is the 
samsarga for the antahkarana. Ajnana envolopes the self 
and produces the antahkarana, and this antahkarana can 
dispel the avarana because of the vritti. That an effect 
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can put an end to the normal act of its cause is seen in the 
cases of the serpent and the tree coming|to appear respecti¬ 
vely from cowdng and clay. Thus we can establish the 
‘pramatritvaadi vyavastha’ for the self. 

Vijriaria Vada : 

We have said that the object is a transformation 
(vivarta) of consciousness. Eventhough consciousness is 
not different from the object, it is of the only form of 
the object; it is of the only form of ‘aham avabhasa* (appe¬ 
arance of the I). How does it differ from vijnanavada? 

Vishayaa paroksha (immediacy of the object) and 
vishaya paroksha are admitted; and an identity has been 
arrived at between pramata, pramiti and prameya in terms 
of conscriouness. If the ‘niladi vishaya’ (object like blue^ 
too were of the nature of immediacy, it means that we have 
the ‘nilatmika samvit* (consciousness as blue). The cogni¬ 
tion or consciousness of the blue will be the consciousness 
itself. This amounts to the Buddhist position. 

The Yijnanavadins argue that since vijnana is momen¬ 
tary there ai ises difference. And this difference gives us 
the cognition of the object which is said to have the ‘artha- 
kriya samarihya’ ^pragmatic ability) and because of this 
‘samathya’, the object is only sunya (void). 

The Yedantins argue that due to the ‘samvedana* 
(consciousness as experience) which is advitiya (non-dual) 
there arises the non-difference between the subject and the 
object. Yet difference too is there; and this gives us the 
cognition of the object which has the e arthakriya sama- 

32) 
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rthya’; and because of the ‘samarthya’ the ‘sthayitva’ (stea¬ 
diness) of the object is not subject to negation or sublation. 
Where as there is ‘badhita sthayitva’ (negative steadiness;) 
in the other view, here we have ‘abadhita sthayitva’. Fur¬ 
ther, from the standpoint of the ‘samvedana’ difference is 
absent. Yet an ‘aropita bheda’ (imputed difference) is 
accepted, whence this doctrine cannot be confused with 
the Mimaamsaka position. 

To distinguish the Vedantic position from that of the 
Buddhists, Padmapaada argues : There is the avabhasa of 
the blue and that of the yellow as excluding one another. 
In so far as both are immediate cognitions, the immediacy 
proper is identical in both. One immedicy is not exclusive 
of another immediacy; but^the object felt in one immediacy 
is exclusive of the object felt in the other. We have the 
‘samvid eka rupavagama’. The samvit for both is one and 
the same." 

The samvid (consciousness) is the continuant in all 
apprehensions and as such may be said to be identical in 
all of them. But there is the ‘bheda pratiti' (awareness of 
difference) also in so far as there are two or more than two 
apprehensions. Then how can there be the samvid aikyam 
(oneness of consciousness)? Let there be ‘ekarupata’ 
because of the recognition of identity. But there is also 
the awareness or apprehension of difference, since one is a 
‘ghata (pot) samivt’ while the other is a ‘pata (cloth) 
samvit’. 

The ‘avabhasa’ of difference is not natural to the 
immediacy of the samvit. The difference brought by th e 
‘paropadhi’ does not negate or sublate the ‘svarupa pra- 
tyabhijna’. 
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Objection : Even if there is the identity of samvits 
why can’t there be the non-difference of objects ? Why 
can’t there be the non-difference of the ‘samvedya’ (known) 
with the ‘samvit’ ? 

Reply : There cannot be a real identity because of 
the upadhi bheda. If there is a total difference, there 
ought to be the ‘avabhasa’ of the ‘vyavritta svabhavata 5 
(excluded nature) also. But that is not found. 

It has been said that the ‘anuvritta’ (continuant) samvit 
is not non-different from the £ vyavritta -'(excluded object)^ 
since it is the nature of the continuant to imply differents, 
just as in the case of the akasa which continues to be in the 
pot etc. Now, the author 'proceeds to showjthat the diffe¬ 
rence between the object and the samvit is also perceptually 
arrived at. 

According to the Buddhists, vijnana is momentary. As 
such the object and its Samvit’ cannot coexist. When they 
speak of ‘nilatmaka samvit’ (consciousness of the nature of 
blue) we should take them to mean only ‘nilam’ (blue). 

Even the Buddhists admit that the ‘pratyag avabhasa 
(awareness of the self) which is immediate and which exclu¬ 
des the object, is different from the ‘nilatmaka samvit’. 

It is well known that *aham nilam pasyami’ (I see the 
blue) is an immediate apprehension. The ‘vishaya samvit’ 
and the ‘vishayi samvit' cannot be at the same moment. So, 
they admit that the ‘aham ullekha’ is different from the 
‘nila/ The blue is the apprehended while the I is tha! which 
apprehends. This difference, then, is immediate. The 
‘pratyag avabhasa’ is only the ‘aham samvedana’, and it 
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differs from the ‘parag avabhasa’ which is the object. The 
pratyag avabhasa ‘is to be found only in the ‘svarupa’-i.e., 
in the fi aham samvedana*. We apprehend it as being diff, 
erent from the blue. Not only should we accept it "as diff¬ 
erent, but we also experience it. We apprehend the blue 
as the this, as that which excludes the subject, as the appr¬ 
ehended. Thus we have two entities that exclude one 
another and stand in the relation of the apprenheded and 
the apprehending. 

The Vijnanavadin observes : Both are ‘svarupa 
matTa nishtha’; and as such how can there be subject- 
object relation here ? If the blue appears as unrelated to 
the samvit, it cannot appear in its ‘samvedana*. Since the 
samvit is said to have the form of the blue, it may be 
said that the blue appears in its samvedana. In the absence 
of any relation it is impossible to have the form of the 
blue. But if it can have the form of the blue, why cannot 
the samvedana reveal all objects? You cannot also argue 
that the blue appears as related to the samvit, for there is 
no specific relationship here. 

The Buddhist might argue that there is a causal rela¬ 
tion (Janya janakata sambandha) here. Isfthis relation 
one of mere ‘janakatva* (causing to come into being) or of 
‘vishayataya janakatva’ (using an object to come into 
being). It cannot be the former for that would involve 
the coming into existence of all samvits. The sense organ 
too is essential for the samvit, and as such it too would 
become an object. Hence we have to say that there is a 
relation of identity which is natural but uncommon; and 
due to this relation, the blue appears in the vijnana. 
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Further, when the ‘bhedavabhasa’ too is immediate, 
how can you suppress it or reject it relying only on logical 
reasoning'? How is it that in ‘idam aham janami’ (I know 
this) we have the awareness of the ‘grahya grahakata’ (gra¬ 
sped and grasping) in ? ■ 

The Vynanavadin replies that these three are not app¬ 
rehended in one samvit, but they are three successive sam- 
vits ; and that they are mutually exclusive. 

But if they are successive samvits, when there is the 
second samvit, there cannot be the avabhasa for the first. 
These three are together apprehended immediately. The 
idea of succession, then, is inconsistent with the immediate 
apprehension. 

The Vijnanavadin ; This apprehension has arisen 
from the vasana or samskara that has come from the previ¬ 
ous samvits. And these three are so united |that we have a 
distinct and new apprehension. Here we do not have the 
awareness of the relation. 

At first there is the vijnana arising from ^aham’ (I) 
Then there comes the vijnana of the object as ‘idam’ (this)^ 
These vijnanas alone are the vasanas. The 'Sajatiiya jnana^ 
(cognate cognition) of the previous moment is the ‘vasana’, 
for the ‘sajatiya jnana’ of this moment. There is no other 
thing called samskara except this. The two previous vasa¬ 
nas which are together get into a relation witn janami 
(know) which also gives forth a vasana. In accordance with 
these three vasanas functioning together as the cause, there 
arises one single vijnana which has three forms in it. 
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Vedantm : This whole ‘prakriya’ (procedure) is com-' 
pletely inconsistent with experience. We never find the 
prstyayas like the mere tf aham% or like the mere ‘idam’, or 
like the mere ‘janamik Even at the very outset the prat- 
yaya is one synthetic unit of the form fi aham idam janami’; 
and this is ‘katrikarmanubhavatmaka’. As such we should 
accept that which is a fact of experience. And we should 
admit that the object blue which is 6 arthakriya samartha\ 
is distinct from the vijnana ‘ahamk 

Vijnanavadin : Yes. We do not say, because of the 
experience, the blue is non-Efferent from the ‘samv:- 
dana’. But because the ‘pratibhasa* of the blue cannot be 
explained satisfactorily through vijnana, we speak of that 
non-difference. Now vijnana and the object are ‘sthayains 1 , 
(fixed ones) and not momentary ones. And the uncommon 
but mutual relation which is the cause of the act would give 
rise to an uncon mon ‘vishayavabhasak If the object and 
the vijnana are not momentary, their relationship would be 
uncommon. Such a mutual relation gives rise to the expe¬ 
riencing act. As such the vishayabvabhasa too would have 
to be uncommon. 

Suppose the object and the vijnana are only momen¬ 
tary. A momentary entity cannot have any ‘agantuka 
sambandha’ (relation with an outside intruder). Then it 
cannot have even a natural ablieda (non- different) samban¬ 
dha. Then that which has no necessary relation with con¬ 
sciousness cannot have any ‘pratibhasak 

Hence the Vijnanavadin argues that non-difference is 
established or arrived at because otherwise the ‘vishaya 
pratibhasa’ is impossible. '“Since this theory accepts the 
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momentariness of cognitions, in the absence of identity bet¬ 
ween the subject and the object, there will be ‘kriyanupa- 
patti’ impossibility of the act). 

If the vijnana and the object are not momentary, the 
permanent subject will have the knowing relation with the 
permanent object only ; and then because of the act of 
knowing, there will be the immediacy of the blue etc ; since 
this is not acceptable, we deny this contention and say that 
vijnana and aham (i) are only momentary. 

Vedantin : Does perception establish the momentari¬ 
ness of vijnana ? Or Is it inference which establishes it ? If 
it is the former, the jnana that is there now in "this moment 
excludes from itself that which is not in this moment; and 
it should give us the knowledge of this exclusion also. 
There is the < nilajnana ) which gives us the knowledge of 
of the exclusion of the non-blue. Hence by pratyaksha or 
immediate experience is meant that vijnana which exists 
only in this present moment. Such a perceptual cognition 
cannot give us the ‘vijnana bhedavabhasa’ (awareness of the 
cognition of difference). If we accept the momentariness 
of vijnana, then the aham would have to be different at 
every different moment; for every moment has its own par¬ 
ticular samvlt or aham. Whether such a difference is found 
or not, let them examine their own experiences and say. 

Vijnana vadin : The apprehension of difference is 
there. But the ‘ahamsamvit’ of this moment is so greatly 
similar to that of the other moment, that the difference is 
not clearly revealed. The difference is distinct from the 
samvit and it can be apprehended by another jnana. But 
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because of the defect called extreme similarity it is not cle¬ 
arly cognised* 

Vedantin : The *aham samvit’ of the previous moment 
is different from that of this moment. That they are diffe¬ 
rent is to be apprehended by another samvid. But one sam> 
vit can not be an object of another samvit; and as such 
the difference cannot be apprehended. If one ‘samvit’ can 
be an object of another ‘samvit’, w? will have in the cog¬ 
nition of difference (bheda samvedana) three factors- viz. 
first samvit, second samvit, and the difference between 
these two. Are these three factors assumed to be there in 
the ‘bheda samvedana’ ? Or are they non-different from 
that cognition of difference ? 

If may be argued that the ‘samvit svarupa’ itself is 

difference and that the samvedana itself is that jnana. ‘Sam¬ 
vid bheda’ (difference of consciousness) and ‘samvid bodha* 
(awareness of consciousness) are, identical. 

Vedantin : Then as along as the ‘samvidbheda’ is not 
cognised or apprehended* so long will the ‘samvid bodha v 
remain unintelligible and ununderstood. Nothing can be 
known. 

Further when the ‘aikya pratibhasa’ (awareness of iden¬ 
tity) between the I of the past moment and the I of the pre¬ 
sent moment is there, it is inconsistent with pramana «o 
assume a relation of similarity between the two. When 
two different objects are mistaken to be identical with one 
another, then you can assume similarity and no pramana 
vould come in the way. When the two do not differ from 
cne another, there does not arise any question of similarity. 
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Assuming similarity where there is the apprehension of 
identity, is useless and is opposed to all pramanas. 

Vijnanavadin : But since the ‘aikyavabhasa* is *due to 
some error (vyamoha), the assuming of similarity is not 
opposed to any pramana. When two objects are different, 
they can be mistaken to be one and the same, only if they 
are similar. Such an arthapatti (implication) compells us 
to assume similarity. Thus we establish similarity. 

Vedantin : Here is the fallacy of mutual dependency 
You can establish ‘aikya bhrama 5 only by assuming simi¬ 
larity ; and you can make out similarity only by assuming 
*aikya bharmak One involves the other. 

Vijnanavadin : ‘Aikya partibhasa’ cannot have self 
validity. If there is similarity there is no ‘aikyatavabhasa*; 
and if there is ‘aikyatavabhasa’ (awareness of identity), 
there is no similarity. The apprehension of identity depe¬ 
nds on the absence of similarity; and the latter depends 
on the former. Thus the same fallacy occurs here also. 

Vedantin : The ‘aikyapratibhasa’ is not dependent on 
similarity or on the absence of similarity. It has self 
validity. 

Vijnanavadin : Then even similarity has self-validity. 

Vedantin : If this were so, similarity too would have 
‘pramanya’ (validity); on the contrary, it is ‘apramanya 
purvika’ when we have aikya bhrama; this implies that 
two different entities are assumed to' be similar. This 

33) 
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assumption alone makes the false cognition of identity 
possible. On the other hand, the aikyavabhasa is a fact 
of experience and as such it does not stand in need of any 
proof. That this experience is there is well attested by 
recognition. 

The Buddhists proceed to criticise pratyabhijna. What 
is this pratyabhijna or recognition with the help of which 
you seek to maintain the identity of the samvit and thus 
the identity of the continuant ? 

V : There is the samskara arising from the previous 
experience. This samskara cooperates with the present 
experience where we have the sense contact with the object. 
From this arises a single cognition which involves the rela¬ 
tion of two moments of time and which is a perceptual 
cognition. 

B : Such a recognition might be found in so far as 
the cognitions of the objects are considered. It is not 
applicable in the case of the self. According to you the 
sell is of the nature of vijnana and is sthayin; and being 
svaprakasa, it cannot be an object for another knowledge. 
Only when it is an object in a cognition and when such a 
cognition is destroyed, can it give rise to a samskara. 
Such a samskara is absent; for the svarupa of jnana is be¬ 
yond destruction. And that which is not destroyed cannot 
give rise to a samskara. Further, there is no pramitikarana 
in the case of this self which is svayam prakasa. As such 
recognition cannot establish the identity of the self of the 
past moment with that of the present moment. 

V : Then the ‘svarupa jnana samskara* may be taken 
to be the cause of the recognition. 
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B : No. the self is like the pradipa which illumines 
only those that are before it at that moment. Neither the 
objects of the past, nor those of the future can be illumined 
by it. As such the ‘svarupa jnana’ cannot effect an iden¬ 
tity between two moments of the self. Moreover, in ‘so 
ham’ (I am he) we have two different forms 6 sah T (he) and 
‘aham’ - and these are two different objects. The differ¬ 
ence in the objects brings about a difference in the cogni¬ 
tions. And this difference cannot make out any identity 
like that presupposed in recognition. Hence the c atma- 
ikyapratiti 5 (apprehension of the identity of the self) is an 
erroneous cognition. 

Adviatin's reply to this contention : 

Y : We apply pratyabhijnana only in the case of the 
self that is conditioned by the antahkarana; we do not 
apply it in the case of the pure consciousness. The sthayi- 
tva (permanence) of this pure consciouness is known to us 
only from the sastra. 

During the ‘samsaravastha’ (state of finite life) it is 
always conditioned by the antahkarana and this form does 
not disappear. Pratyabhijna helps us in making out the stha- 
yitva of this self only. The antahkarana of this self 
evolves itself into an ‘ahamkara vritti’ which alone makes 
the manifestation of the conditioned self possible. The 
‘aham vritti 5 has given rise to the experience of the condi¬ 
tioned self at the previous time. This vritti has given rise 
to a samskara which is in the antahkarana. Such an an“ 
tahkarana is the cause of the present ‘atmabhivyakti’. As 
such it affects an identity between the conditioned selves of 
the two moments. The awareness of this identity is the 
recognition of identity. 
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B : Both in the previous experience and in the present 
experience, the self is not revealed as the object. How 
can such a self be the object in recognition ? 

V : There is no such defect here. ‘Samvedana’ is 
‘svayam prakasa’ and it cannot then be an object in anothe r 
*samvedana\ Yet at a later time it can be the object of 
memory that has arisen from its own samskara. Likewise 
the self may not be an object in one experience ; but it can 
become an object in recognition. 

B : But the self being ‘svayam prakasa’ cannot be 
come an object. 

V : It can become an object in so far as it is condi¬ 
tioned by space, time, and antahkarana. Take dharma 
which can be known only through agama (scripture). Even 
such a dharma has the specific nature of yielding its fruits 
in the present. From the consequences that have arisen in 
the present we come to know of its existence and nature. 
Dharma which is not an object of cognition becomes an 
object through its consequences. 

B : In recognition the same self is both the subject 
and the object at the same time. Is this not inconsistent ? 

V : But all those who accept the self to be distinct 
from the body, do have this inconsistency. The self be¬ 
comes an object in the inferential cognitions aimed at esta¬ 
blishing the self. 

B : This is not so. In inference the object doe nots 
have janakatva (karakatva). It is the mere form of the self 
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alone that is the object, while it is the real self that is the 
subject. In perception, however, the object has janakatva- 
it gives us the knowledge of itself. As such in a perceptual 
experience there would have to be an object and this would 
make the self both the subject and the object at the same 
time in recognition. 

V : As conditioned by the antahkarana, the self is to 
be treated as the knower. As conditioned by the past and 
the present moments, the self is the object known. Because 
of this difference in the upadhi, there is no inconsistency in 
the position we have advanced. The recognition involved 
in ‘so ham’ is a fact of experience ; and it should be expla¬ 
ined some how or other. As such we assume the difference 
in the upadhis to account for it. And this experience i s 
not opposed to facts, nor is it a case of error. 

You can not argue that there is a difference of form in 
‘so ham’ giving rise to a difference in the objects and thus 
to a difference in the two cognitions. You argue tha^ 
vijnana is momentary. Here vijnana is one cognition, 
while ‘momentary’ is another and a different cognition. 
There are two different entities here and two different cog¬ 
nitions. As a result, vijnana would cease to be momentary. 

B : It is true. We only speak of t the momentarines 
of vijnana for the sake of convenience. We do not say tha^ 
it is real. 

V : We too speak of sthayitva etc. in vijnana only 
from the standpoint of the upadhis. They are not real in 
an ultimate sense. But there is this much of difference 
when time and other upadhis are there, we are able to arrive 
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at ‘sthayitva 5 and other Vikalpa pratyayas* through the ex¬ 
perience of identity involved in *so ham’. They are not 
cases of error and they have the ‘artha kriya samarthya’* 
Such is not the case with momentariness etc. accpted by you. 

Here arises a dispute with the Prabhakaras for whom 
the self is the ground of knowledge and not the object. They 
argue that recognition does not establish the self to be an 
object, but only as the asraya (ground, locus). 

Vedantin : In recognition the fself of the past mo¬ 
ment is related to the self of the present moment. Cog¬ 
nition being momentary, recognition would find it difficult 
to bring into it two moments ; and the self cannot become 
the ground for such a recognition. By becoming the ground 
for a momentary cognition, the self cannot be c sthayi y . 

Prabhakara : I am remembering now the samvedana of 
the past moment. Since any knowledge must have a ground, 
the ground of this remembered knowledge is that self as 
qualified by the past moment. And the ground for the pre¬ 
sent remembered knowledge is the self of the present mom¬ 
ent. Thus the two moments are there and they qualify the 
same self. 

Y : The act of remembering would establish the pre¬ 
sent self, while the past experience would do the same for 
the past self, like two perceptual experiences. How can you 
establish that the same self is related to both these mome¬ 
nts ? You cannot say that this it is established by the two 
samvits-of the past and of the present; for when we recog¬ 
nise the pot we do not bring in two perceptual experiences? 
but only one single act of recognition. The two samvits 
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ate not capable of effecting a relation between the two 
moments. 

The two samvits cannot also establish the self to be on 
the same ground. Each samvit by itself can establish only 
the self of that moment ; and we cannot say that both have 
the same ground. Nor can the two samvits toghether esta¬ 
blish it ; for since both are not together present, each can 
establish the self of that particular moment only. The self 
as qualified by its samvit does not happen to be the ground 
of the other samvit. 

P : The two samvits of the two moments having the 
self of two moments as their grounds, give rise to a third 
samvit; and the object of this third samvit is that self 
which is identical in the other two samvits. 

V : That the self is the object and not the ground in 
recognition is the very thing we are establishing. 

Furhter, we have to accept that the self can be the obj_ 
ect of recognition, and not its ground. Take'the cognition 
‘anubhutam maya’, (It was experienced by me). There was 
an experience in the past, and I now remember that experi¬ 
ence as mine. In this act there is the memory of the expe¬ 
rience as belonging to the self. The previous samvit as 
qualifying its ground is remembered. This is a ‘visishta 
smarana’ (specific remembering) in which the self also is 
apprehended. We arrive at the self as having had the pre¬ 
vious experience in the present memory cognition. In the 
present specific (visishta) memory we have the memory of th e 
self as qualified by the past experience. We do not have 
the memory of the past experience as detached from the 
self. This is a. fact of experience. 
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Now, from the cognition of the present, I can have the 
knowledge that there will be rain in the furture; and even 
though there is no rainbow, the former proceeds to act in 
the field so that the future rain may be of use to him. The 
‘prakasa manatva’ (apprehension) of the clouds now is the 
cause of the act. Through jnana we are able to compre¬ 
hend the rain that will come later. Likewise there was 
only the samvedana in the past and now I remember it is 
my own past experience. Even though the past experience 
is not present now as the present experience, it is cognised 
through the ‘prakasamanatva’ of the self. 

The self may be the ground of the past samvedana; but 
in the present memory cognition we have the past sam¬ 
vedana of the self. As such that self which may be the 
ground becomes the object in this present memory cogni¬ 
tion. The sel F which is the ground of the remembered 
samvedana and that which was there at the time of that 
samvedana, such a self now becomes an object in my pre¬ 
sent memory cognition. 

The Prabhakara may argue that only that samvedana 
is made the object by the present memory; and that as that 
samvedana is remembered, it brings its ground even now 
as its ground. 

This is false. In the present memory cognition that 
samvedana is not present as this savedana. An absent sa¬ 
mvedana cannot establish its ground now; for any samve¬ 
dana can establish only that ground which was present only 
when that sam edana was there. It is only that samvedana 
which is ‘svayam prakasamana’ and it is only such a sam¬ 
vedana that can establish its asraya (ground). But the 
samvedana comprehended in the memory is only the object 
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in the memory cognition; and as such it is paraprakasya 
(revealed by the other)* Such an entity that is illumined by 
something other than itself, can not be a sadhaka (means 
to prove) for the self. Otherwise, dharma etc. which are 
illumined by agama etc. (which are distinct from dharma 
etc.), would have to be the sadhakas for establishing their 
ground. This is absurd. 

Hence we have to conclude that the self which was in 
the past cognition becomes an object only in the present 
memory cognition. 

So far we have shown that perception cannot establish 
the moementariness of vijnana; and that perception cannot 
pat an end to the aikyavabhaasa of the self. 

The Vijnanavadin next attempts at establishing the 
momentariness of vijnana inferentially. The inferential 
argument may be stated thus ; 

Destruction is noticed in the last moment of the object. 
This last moment is preceeded by a moment which must 
have the power to produce this destruction. In this way 
all the preceeding moments must have the same nature. 
Thus each moment is distinct from the other and has its 
relation with the preceeding arid succeeding moments. And 
we therefore have a similarity between these moments. 

The immediately preceeding moment of the actual des¬ 
truction has existence ; and this moment is called the last 
moment. There is the distruction immediately after this 
moment has come into existence. During this last moment* 
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the existence of the pot is conditioned by this last moment 
The existence of the pot as conditioned by the moment s 
earlier to this moment is distinct from the former existence. 
This latter existence is referred to as its ‘adi’ (beginning). 
Even in these moments each moment finds its destruction in 
the immediately succeeding moment. The destruction in 
the succeeding moment is copervasive with the existence of 
this moment. In this the earlier moments are similar to 
the last moment. From this inference mome;.tariness is 
established. And the identity between the moments is based 
only on their similarity with one another. 

To this, Padmapada gives a counter-inference which 
may be rendered thus : 

Existence is noticed in the first moment. Existence can 
give rise only to existence. As such even at the end we can 
infer the existence of the pot. 

‘The first moment’ means the moment which conditions 
the existence of the pot; the ‘end’ means those moments 
which condition its destruction. As such even after the 
destruction of the pot, we may infer the existence of the po t 
during those moments. We may infer that the existence 
of the pot is copervasive with those moments of the pot 
(when the pot is no more). All the moments have the nat¬ 
ure of time. The first moments are the times as conditioned 
by its existence. The same may hold good of the last mom¬ 
ent also. 

The Buddhist argues that when the pot is no more,there 
is the experience of its negation or absence ; and as such 
the Vedantin’s inference runs counter to experience. 
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To this the Vedantin replies that since we experience 
the existence of the object in the earlier moments, the Budd¬ 
hist contention too runs contrary to experience as embodied 
in recognition. 

The Vedantin’s inference flouts experience, while the 
Buddhist’s flouts recognition. But experience is stronger 
than the other, Abhijnx or perceptual experience can be a 
c badhaka’ for this inferential cognition ; but there can be 
no such ‘badhya badhakata’ between inference and recog¬ 
nition. 

To this, the Vedantin’s reply is that there is no diffe¬ 
rence at all between the two. In the ‘jvalapratyabhijna’ 
(recognition of the flame) we find inference functioning as 
the ‘badhaka’ for the recognition. The ‘kshayanubhava 1 
(experience of destruction) does not arise immediately bu^ 
only mediately since it involves the apprehension of both 
the ‘dharmin’ and its "pratiyogin’ (contradictory). Whether 
it is abhijna or pratyabhijna, both are cases of perceptual 
cognition. Any one of these can be a badhaka for inference 
and this we find in the case of the cognition of two moons. 
Hence both the inferences are on the same level. Consequ¬ 
ently we cannot establish ‘kshanikatva’ (momentariness) or 
sattva (existence) from any of these two imferences. 

Arthakriyakarlta and Sattva : 

The Buddhist then proceeds to establish the momenta¬ 
riness from the doctrine of ‘artha kriya karitva’ (pragmatic 
activity). ‘Arthakriya kari’ means that which gives rise 
(makes possible) an act. The inference given is : 

That which is not momentary is not c artha kriyakari’; 
e.g. the horn of a hare. To state this inference, he first 
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proceeds to show that ‘arthakriyakaritva’ is incompatible 
with then nature of a ‘sthayin’. This argument is stated 
thus by Padmapada : 

You want the ‘aham ullekha’ to be a ‘sthayin’. The 
I for you is not a fleeting and changing entity. Does this 
I give rise to an ‘artha kriya’ ? Or no ? If it does not give 
rise to one, it partakes of the nature of non-existence, and 
is therefore not at all real. But if it does give rise to one, 
it is no longer the unchanging ‘sthayin’; for the ‘sthayin’ 
does not admit of arthakriya karitva. 

On this the Vedantin raises an objection : If an object 
were to give rise to another, then something must set the 
object in motion. This something is to be related to the 
object. Such a relation is possible only when the object 
has unchanging existence. If it is momentary, nothing can 
be related to it; and then nothing can come out of it. As 
such only a ‘sthayin’ has the ‘artlikriya yoga’. 

The Buddhist denies such a ‘yogyatva’ (properiety). He 
argues : Does the sthayin give rise to ‘arthakriya’ successi¬ 
vely ? Or simultaneously ? Successively means producing 
many karyas (effects) one after the other in a series. 
Simultaneously means producing all the karyas at one 
and the same moment. 

Now let us take the first alternative. Since there is no 
difference between any two moments, why does not the pre¬ 
vious moment give rise to that which the succeeding mom¬ 
ent produces ? If it is capable of giving rise to many ‘kar¬ 
yas , it should produce them all at the same moment since 
it is the sufficient cause and since one cause can produce a 
plurality of effects. 
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Then consider the second alternative. If it can prod¬ 
uce in a single moment all that it produces through out its 
life, then immediately after that moment it would cease to 
exist. It would be unreal since it has nothing more to do. 

In the former alternative we do not find any cause 
which would make it give rise to its karyas only at a later 
time. And if it is not an agent at a later time, it is no lon¬ 
ger real then. Hence any entity which is £ artha kriya kari’ 
does not become a ‘sthayin’ only because of this. Conse¬ 
quently the ‘ahamullekha* differs from moment to moment, 
whence the ‘aikyavabhasa* (apprehension of identity) is the 
result of the similarity between those moments. 

The Vedantin now proceeds to reply to this exami¬ 
nation. The sthayin, on this view, may produce all its kar¬ 
yas in a single moment; and then it may keep quiet. Yet 
it does not become a non-existent entity. “Sattva” cannot 
be defined as that which has the ability to give rise to an 
‘artha kriya’. So the Vedantin asks : What is this ‘artha- 
kriya’ in the absence of which an entity is said to become 
non-existent ? 

The Buddhist replies that it is the ability of an object 
to give rise to the knowledge of itself. 

V : This kind of sttva may be found in the case of 
external objects. But it is not applicable in the case of vij- 
nana. If vijnana were to be a ‘sattva’, it should be an obj¬ 
ect in another vijnana. Vijnana cannot be said to arise 
from its own vijnana. Each samvit is ‘svaprakasa’, and a 
such il is not capable of giving ‘svavishaya jnana’ (objec^ 
of its own cognition). Hence it will have to be ‘asat* 
non-existent). 
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B : There calmot be a subject-object relation between 
he jnanas of one 4 jnana santana’ (series). Yet my jnana 
:an be an object for the cognition of another person. Thus 
t will be ‘purushantara jnana janaka’ (able to cause the 
cnowledge of another person). Hence there is ‘artha kriya’ 
or the samvits. 

V : Even this is not possible; for jnana cannot be 
ognised by the sense-organs. My jnana is not immediate 
or anothei. It can only be inferred. 

B : Then my knowledge is the object inferred. As 
uch the jnana belonging to one ‘jnana santana 3 can give 
ise to the jnana belonging to another jnana santana. 

V : This too is not possible since the inferential cog- 
itlon is based on r a perceptual cognitisn; and perceptual 
ignition is absent here. 

B : Yet all the samvedanas are the objects for the 
lana of an all-knower. Thus they can be objects that give 
se to the knowledge of themselves. This is possible be¬ 
lli se the sarvajna (ominiscient) has the immediate appre- 
msion of all objects. 

V : Such an immediacy which does not exclude the 
^ijnana upaplavas’ (fluctuations in knowledge) is not 
Dssible : i.e., the jnana of the all-knower would have to 
5 identical with the objects and the objects which are our 
ana are all imperfect. That would bring about an iden- 
y between his jnana and our ‘samsaara samvit’ (finile con- 
iousness). This would impute all our difficulties to 
rahman. Since the samvit is non-different from the object. 
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the ‘sarvajna jnana’ would be polluted by the £ samsara 
samvit’. 

- B. Even though the jnana of the Allknower is ‘upara- 
kta’ (attached) with our jnana, it does not corrupt o r 
pollute the ‘sarvajna jnana* since it is negated (badhita) by 
true knowledge. 

Y. Now such a negation for the ‘samsara samvit’ is 
not possible in the ‘sarvajna jnana’ at the same moment^ 
The ‘samsara samvit’ will be there at one moment, and the 
negation will arise at the next moment. Till the negation 
has arisen, there is the corruption of the ‘sarvajna jnana’. 
This ‘samara samvit’ cannot be negated by the next jnana, 
for the letter cannot have the former as its object. To have 
the former as its object, it should continue to exist beyond 
its moment. Even if it becomes an object, there would be 
an identity between the ‘badhita (negated) samvit’ and 
‘badhaka (negating) samvit 

We cannot also say that without any of the upaplavas 
(flucuations) there will be the uparaga of the*‘samsara 
vijnanas’ in the jnana of the all-knower; for in such a case 
the samsara samvit’ is no longer the object. The all-knower 
would be incaple of apprehending the world by ‘upaplavas’. 
and his teaching would then be out of place. 

B : Then I shall advance another definition. Artha- 
kriyaa need not mean giving rise to the knowledge of itself. 
It only means giving rise to another moment which is cog¬ 
nate with it (sajatiya). 

V : Then what would happen to the last moment ? 
Will not the last moment be non-existent (asattva) ? Ther e 
are the.vijnanas of the form T changing from moment to 
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moment. These constitute orife ‘jnana santana’. Here W6 
assume the relationship of the knower - known-knowing, 
along with a ‘sthayint Due to these* our vijnanas are ren¬ 
dered impure by the ‘ragadidoshas’ and by the objects. 
Now there are the samskaras of the nature of the vijnana 
arising from the preceeding dbgUate objects. From these 
samskaras, there arise the later vijnanas. When we know 
(bhavana) that all this is momentary, there is dispelled the 
‘sthayaitva kalpana ? When we come to know (bhavana) the 
particular, there is destroyed that assumption (kalpana) 
which involves the substance, quality, sound, act, adjunct 
(viseshana)and vishaya (object).When all this is known to be 
duhkha there disappear the ‘sukha duhkha upaplavas bro¬ 
ught by the ‘ragadi dosha pravritti’ ? The contemplation 
of this as the e sunya’ (void) puts and end to the c vishay a 
upaplava’ ? 

Thus there are four different bhavanas haying four act¬ 
ions that put an end to the corresponding different samska¬ 
ras. In this way the four types of upaplavas are slowed 
down. Then there arises a vijnana which is free from all 
‘upaplavas’. And this arises in the moment that immedia¬ 
tely succeeds the last moment of the upalavas. The mo¬ 
ment that has the jnana which is free from all upaplavas, 
is preceeded by that moment where the upalavas are only 
slowed down. This moment comes at the end of the ‘sam- 
sara jnana santana’ (series of finite cognitions) and thus it is 
called the last moment 

This last moment does not give rise to any other mom¬ 
ent where the upaplavas can be seen. As such this last 
inoment would be e asat\ Consequently all the preceeding 
moments too would have-to partaka of the nature of non- 
existence. 
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B : Tlie last moment may not give rise to a moment 
having its cognate jnana. But it brings as its object the 
jnana of the all-knower. 

V : Giving rise to the jnana of the all-knower does 
not make it ‘arthavattva’. For, if it gives rise to that jnana, 
it is no longer the last moment. And when there is no last 
moment, there can be no liberation. ‘Ekasantanata* means 
that there is a causal relation between two entities having a 
similar nature. And if the last moment gives rise to the 
jnana of the all-knower, then both these must have an 
identical or similar nature. Such a causal relation would 
make the last moment impossible ; and if there were to be 
liberation, there should be a last moment. 

B : There is a moment giving rise to the jnana of the 
all-knower. There two jnana santanas are similar and have 
a similar nature. And since that moment is giving rise to 
the jnana of the all-knower, we have the ‘santanaikya’ 
(identity of the series). This identity itself may be taV en to 
be the liberation. 

V : Then this moment is not giving rise to that jnana 
as its object. One samvit cannot be the object of another 
samvit, since as samvits they do not differ from one ano¬ 
ther. Just as one pradipa as light does not differ from ano¬ 
ther pradipa as light, so too two samvits cannot differ from 
one another. 

One samvit cannot be the object of another samvit. 
One samvit cannot have the immediate experience of ano¬ 
ther. Somebody else’s samvit can only infer my samvit 

35) 
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Or it might be said that the samvedana is 
and direct. What is inferred is not another’s sam 
the relation of the samvit to another body-ie., that 
such a samvit in him or for him because his body is 
ring thus. As such samvit is never an object f 
pramana. 

As having the nature of the samvit, the two sam 1 
non-different. One samvit does not differ from e 
samvit, in so far as both are samvits. If the £ dhai 
samvit, and if its ‘pratiyogin’ (contradictory) also is s 
there are no two samvits but only one samvit. 

Of these two, if only one is samvit and the o 
not, even then there will be only one samvit. Anc 
there cannot be a subject-object relation between the 
vits. 


Moreover, does the ‘arthakriya karitva’ of an 
act as the cause to establish the existence (sattva) 
cause of the entity ? Oris it only a ‘pratiti nimitt; 
strument or cause of apprehension) ? 

Take the first alternative according to which an c 
is supposed to have existence if it is ‘arthakriyakari’ - 
gives rise to something. The emergence of the 
would establish the existence of its cause. But the < 
has come into existence long before its effect. Does i 
exist if it has not produced an effect ? Till it has 
duced an effect, is it existent ? ■ The horn of the hare 
not exist and it does not produce any effect. It is no 
absence of the effect that makes the horn of the hare 
existent. But it is its non-existence that does not alk 
to give rise to any effect. 
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So, one may fall back on the second alternative and 
say that only the apprehension (pratiti) of the existence of 
the cause is rendered possible by the ‘arthakriya karitva* 
of the effect. Then the effect has ‘arthakriya karitva’; it 
gives us the apprehension of its cause. Any thing can be 
apprehended only by the knowledge of its effect. To have 
the knowledge of this effect, we require its effect; and in 
this way we are led to a regress. As such we cannot have 
the apprehension of ‘satta’ at any time. The whole world 
remains unapprehended. It would remain a void. 

Buddhist : ‘Arthakriya* is no other than an effect. 
An object gives us knowledge and this is the effect and 
knowledge is ‘svayam siddha’ (self-proved) since it does 
not require any thing else to be known. This knowledge 
makes us know that the object exists. As such there is no 
pratity anavastha (regress in apprehension). 

Vedantin ; Jnana is the effect and it is said to be 
the cause that determines the existence of the object, and 
since these jnanas are ‘svayam siddha 5 that which gives us 
the jnana is self, and not the ‘artha kriya’ ? Further jnana 
and its object being identical on the Buddhist view, we can¬ 
not say that the ‘karana bhuta jnana’ (causel cognition) 
is dependant onThe illumination of the £ karya bhuta jnana*; 
for all jnana is self-luminous. 

B : Let this be so. Jnana is illumined by it self. It 
can by itself be its own ‘arthakriya’. 

Y : This is a tautology; and it admits in essence that 
* arthakriya karitva’ cannot establish the sattva of the 
object. Sattva is not dependent on ‘artha kriya’. It is 
natural and inherent for the object. The existence of the 
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unchanging object continues to remain unchecked even if 
it gives rise to its effect once and keeps quiet for the rest 
of the time. 

Likewise the existence of the object remains unchecked 
even if it produces its effects in succession. The objection 
raised by the Buddhist earlier on this was : if the sthayin 
reveals its arthakriya (pragmatic effect) in succession, 
why should it reveal thus only at some specific moments ? 
Since it is an unchanging entity, there is no difference bet¬ 
ween any two of its moments. Then why can’t it reveal 
all its future effects also in the present moment only. 

Here we have to consider one important factor. The 
cause has the power to give rise to its effect. But it can¬ 
not do so unless the factors that co-operate (sahakari) with 
it are near by in a specific 'manner. It is capable of pro¬ 
ducing the effect only when its latent power is awakened 
by the cooperating factors or conditions. Because of this 
it is wrong to say that there is no difference between any 
two of its moments. 

B : If the cause has the power, it does not stand in 
need of the co-operating factors. 

V : Then even that which does not have the power 
cannot be benefited by those factors. The cooperating 
factors are useless for a non-cause. And this would lead 
us to consider that there is no need for any ‘sahakari in 
the world. But we do see in 'the world that only a potent 
cause takes the aid of these factors! and the denial of the 
aid of these factors amounts to a denial of the facts pre¬ 
sented by experience. 
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B : Only those objects that are powerless do require 
the aid of these factors in giving rise to a potent cause. 
This is not opposed to experience. In order to become the 
cause, the non-cause requires these factors. 

V : These factors are powerless to produce the effect. 
Yet when they cooperate with the cause, there arises the 
effect. Till they cooperate, the cause is in reality a non¬ 
cause. Now are these factors powerful to make the non¬ 
cause a cause ? or not ? Are these factors the .cause of 
the non-cause ? or not ? If the non-cause becomes a 
cause, it does not require them. If it does not become a 
cause, they are useless. If these factors constitute the 
cause for the non-cause, then the non-cause would be an 
effect and not a cause. If they do not constitute the cause, 
they require other factors in a regress. 

You should not say that a cause does not require the 
aid of cooperating factors, for this is a fact of experience. 

B : The effect is not now there. It is almost non¬ 
existent. Such a non-existent entity cannot have an exist¬ 
ent entity as its cause. Then why can’t you say that any 
cause can bring it into existence ? The cause too has no 
specific relation with the now non-existent effect. Then 
can’t it be the cause of all effects ? When there is this 
‘avyavastha’ (confusion) how are you 'able to make out 
the mere distinction between cause and effect. If you 
say that there is this relation because of the agreement 
and difference that exists in between them, there is such a 
relation also between the cooperating factors and the 
effect. 

V : The cause is always a cause and it has the power. 
When the effect is there we are somehow or other able to 
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BUDDHIST POSITION : 

Since these co-operating factors are of use only to the 
effect, they are required only for the effect. They are not 
of any use to the cause whence the cause does not require 
them or involve them. Even that momentary entity called 
the cause does not require them ; for the effect arises when 
these factors are there, and it does not arise if they are not 
there. Likewise even if the dause is an unchanging entity, 
there is the ‘apeksha’ of the cooperating factors only for 
the effect. This can be arrived at through agreement and 
difference. Even then it is inconsistent to speak of ‘krama- 
janana* (successive emergence). The main cause is said to 
be unchanging. If this were to give the effects in a succe¬ 
ssive series, the cooperating factors too are to be in a succe¬ 
ssive series. In such a case are these factors directly the 
cause of the effect ? Dees the effect arise only when they 
are present near by (when they are in proximity) ? 

In some form or other and to some extent the co-ope¬ 
rating factors are always present. As such the unchanging 
cause must always produce the effects. This is absurd, and 
thus the first alternative falls. 

Take the second alternative which states that only the 
presence or proximity (sannidhana) of these factors is requ¬ 
ired. Both the ‘sahakarin’ and its proximity are required* 
’In such a case, since the proximity too is always there? 
there cannot be a ‘kramajanma* (emergence of successive 
series). There need not be a further ‘apeksha 5 for the pro¬ 
ximity, when it is already present. 

If the ‘sahakari sambandha’ is natural there ought to 
be the ‘karyajanma’ (emergence of effect) always. If it is 
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not natural, there is another difficulty. Is the relation bet¬ 
ween the cause and its sahakarin brought about by the 
mei e sahakarin ? Or by anything else ? It cannot be the 
former, for that would involve ‘sada karya prasanga’ (eter¬ 
nal emergence of effect). Nor can it be the latter since that 
something else also is always there. Further, if the relation 
is brought by something else, this something else would 
require another as its cause; and thus a regress is inevitable. 


The vedantin might argue that there is the karya sata 
tya prasanga’ (ever-present effect) even for the Buddhist. 
The momentary entity called the cause has the power to 
bring forth the effect. Such a cause necessarily involves 
thesahakari. Then should jt also not produce its effects 
always ? The ‘sattakshana’ is the actual cause ; and such a 
moment is always there. 


Is there the birth of the effect in the ‘sattakshana* 
(moment of its being)? Or in the next moment? But the 
cause is admitted to be that moment immediately precee 
ding the moment of the effect. As such the Buddhist does 

not accept the first ; alternative. Even _ though there is no 
‘karana satta’ in the next moment, still there can be the 
effect ; for there is no difference between the two moments. 

With reference to the effect, the cause and its sahakarin 

are necessarily and inevitably in the preseeding moment. 
S^ihaBitspurpo* (function) with reference to 
the cause. And in the next moment there is the effect. As 
such there does not arise the contingency of ‘sadakarya 
janana’ (always producing the effect). 
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That moment which is the necessary cause has no exis¬ 
tence prior to this moment or next to this moment. As 
such neither the preceeding moment nor the succeeding mo¬ 
ment can give rise to an effect. 

Vedantin's Reply : 

There is an impossibility or illogicality in the Budd¬ 
hist’s argument. ‘Agnikshana’ (fire-moment) gives rise to 
the c dhuma kshana’ (smoke-moment). Do we apprehend a 
causal 1 relation between these two moments only ? Or do 
we apprehend the causal relation between the fi agni kshana 
jnana santana’ (series of fire cognitions) and the dhurna 
kshana santana ? 

Now it is impossible to understand that ‘agnisvalak- 
shana 5 is the cause of the c dhuma svalakshana*. Svalaksh- 
ana is that which is identical with itself while excluding 
others from it. To establish a causal relation we should 
apprehend the two together. But we apprehend fire in one 
moment, and smoke in another. The first moment is destro¬ 
yed when we are in the second moment. There cannot be 
established any necessary relationship between an absent 
moment and a present moment. The two moments cannot 
be apprehended together. 

As such one may have to say that through the method 
of agreement and difference, he can establish a relation bet¬ 
ween the ‘agnisantana’ and ‘dhumasantana’. Therein one 
may say that the ‘agnisvalakshanas’ are the causes of the 
tf dhuma svalakshanas*. One should assume such a general 
necessary relation. 
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Now there is no difference between any one agnisval¬ 
akshana’ and any other. Then why can’t there be the eme¬ 
rgence of smoke even from that ‘agnisvalakshana’, which is 
in the coal. 

The Buddhist might reply that there is no ‘kashtha’ 
(stick, wood) which is the sahakarin.- 

Then is the cause only the absence of the ‘kashtha sva- 
lakshana’ for the absence of the ‘sannihita svalakshana’ 
(proximate particular) ? It cannot be the former for the 
‘kashtha svalakshana’ is formed in its own santana (series). 
Then you have to argue that there is required a relation 
between the ‘agnisvalakshana’ and the ‘kashtha svalakshna’. 

Then, is this relation between the two brought about 
by themselves ? Or by anything else ? If the two santanas 
are not momentary- i.e., if they are real and unchanging 
(nitya) then the relation between the two also must be alw¬ 
ays present. • If it is brought by something else, then the 
Buddhist’s position is not far removed from that of ours. 

Even if the cause is real and unchanging, the proximity 
of the sahakarin is there only at a specific time k and 
not always. The ‘samyoga’ (conjunction) between the 
cause and the sahakarin is not always there. And the pro¬ 
ximity is not always formed. As such there is no sadaka- 
rya janaha’. 

B : Only when there is the promixmty of the sahaka¬ 
rin there is the birth of the effect. This is a necessary and 
invariable rule. Yet such a necessary relation between the 
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‘upakarya 5 and the ‘upakaraka’ does not exist in the case 
of the ‘dhumasantana’ and ‘kashtha santanak 

Y : If there is such a necessary relation between the 
sahakarin and the effect, how can the effect not requie the 
sahakarin ? To say that there is an invariable concomitant 
relation between the sahakarin and the effect, and to say 
also that there is no ‘upakaryopakaraka sambandha' bet¬ 
ween the two, is to contradict oneself in the same breath. 

B : The concommitant relation is arrived at through 
agreement and difference. This is a necessary ‘rule’ (niy- 
ama). That between the ‘upakarya’ (effect) and ‘upaka- 
raka* (sahakarin) is a relation. Where is the vyapti (con- 
commitance) between that rule and this relation? 
There may be a concommitant relation between the sahalca- 
rin and the effect. But this needs the one as a ‘upakaraka’ 
and the other as an ‘upakaryak 

V : That these two are identical is seen in the relation 
between the cause and the effect. Whenever there is a 
‘vyapti niyama’, it implies that one of the terms or objects 
necessarily involves the other; and if it does not involve 
the other, it is not a ‘Vyapti niyamak If there is no ‘upa- 
karyopkaara sambandhak there cannot be a necessary con¬ 
commitant relation between the two- eg. between water 
and smoke there is no such ‘niyamak 

B ; We see that there is a causal ralation between th e 
‘agnisvalakshana* and ‘dhumasvalakshanak But here we 
do not find any cancommitant relation ‘(vyaptiniyama’) 
between the ‘agnisantana’ and ‘dhumasantanak Suppose 
we do find such a ‘niyama’; then the two relations are 
"dentical. Then what will happen is this : the ‘agnisvala- 
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kshanas’ are the causes of the ‘dhumasvalakshanas’. Smoke 
requires the fi kashtha svalakshanas’ also. When there is 
the fi kashtha samyoga’ with the fire, we have the smoke* 
and in the absence of that £ samyoga’, there is no smoke. 
So the ‘kashtha’ is the co-operating (sahakarin) cause hav¬ 
ing an ‘anvaya vyatireka niyama’ (principle of agreement 
and difference) with the smoke. The relation of‘upakarya’ 
and ‘upakaraka’ is of ‘apekshaa lakshana\ Both that ‘niy~ 
ama’ and this ‘sambandha’ ought to be; found in the case of 
the ‘karya karana svalakshanas’ only. In any other general 
necessary relation (samanya upadhau 'samaanya vyaptan), 
the causal relation cannot be found. 

There may be a causal relation etc., between the ‘agnis- 
valakshanas’ and the dhumasvalakshanas’, and there may 
also be the ‘upakary opakaaraka’ relation between tie 
< kashtha samyoga’ and the smoke. But in the relation 
between the ‘agnisantanas’ and the ‘dhuma santanas’, such 
a thing is impossible. Hence there is no ‘vyaptiniyama’ 
which makes the ‘sahakaryapeksha’ possible. The ‘vyapti- 
niyama’, between the two ‘santanas’ (series) does not postu¬ 
late the relation of the £ sahakrin’ (cooperating factor) to 
the ‘dhumasantana’. 

V ; But the ‘vyaptiniyama’ is a logical or necessary 
deduction from the causal relation. And those who want a 
particular effect do take recourse to a specific cause; and 
a specific cause is that which gives rise to an effect only 
when it has a ‘sahakarin’. We find; the vyavahara (acti¬ 
vity) only with reference to the ‘samanya upadhi’, The 
‘Samaanya upadhi’ is that ‘sahakarin’ which brings the 
effect into existence. The ‘sahakarin’ is thus taken to be 
the cause. 



286 


Panchapadika 


If there is a causal relation between" 7 the ‘svata- 
kshanas’, one who is in need of curd need not take recourse 
to milk, for there is no identity between the two. Milk by 
itself does not give curd. Nor can we say that the ‘dugdha 
santana’ (milk -series) can give rise to ‘dadhisantana’ (curd- 
series). Curd requires a sahakarin for the milk. 

B : Let there be the ‘janyajanakata yogya niyama* (ap¬ 
propriate cause and effect-relation) in so far as the ‘sam- 
yopadhi’ is concerened. What does it imply ? 

V ; If the cause is only a momentary entity, it cannot 
involve any sahakarin; nor can it involve any effect. How 
do you get the ‘yyapti niyama’ ? The cause is a moment, 
its sahakarin another. The two cannot coexist. When 
either is present, the other is not. When the effect is pre¬ 
sent, the other is not. As such you cannot have any ‘vya- 
pti jnana’. 

B : The cause does not require the sahakarin for it¬ 
self; for the cause is that which has the power in it to bring 
about the effect. Each preceeding moment is seen to give 
rise to each succeeding moment. This is the relation of 
cause and effect. Even the effect does not require the 
sahakarin because it is brought only by the effect. When 
the cause has the sufficient power, it will perforce bring 
about the effect; and then the rule that the sahakarin must 
be nearbyis rendered useless. 

V From the agni svalakshana there arises the smoke 
because there is the ‘kashtha samsarga* nearby. Then why 
can’t you say that the sahakarin too has a hand in the 
emergence of the effect ? 
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B : No. The agnisvalakshana is capable of giving 
rise to smoke. It has this power (ability) even before there 
is the *kashtha samyoga’ for the fire. But when there is no 
*kashthasamsarga, the ’agnisvalakshana’ is said to be a non¬ 
cause for the effect. This "vyatireka’, (relation by diffe¬ 
rence or negation) too must be seen. But we cannot argue 
merely from the ‘anvaya’ and establish the c sahakari\ To 
say that the ‘kashtha samsarga’ alone c?n make the *agnL 
svalakshana’ the cause of smoke, we require both ‘anvaya’ 
and *vytireka\ Merely from ‘Vyatireka’ we cannot establish, 
it. And since we have not seen the ‘kashtha samsarga- 
bhava* (absence of a conjnction with wood) giving rise to 
the ‘dhumaabhava* (absence of smoke), we cannot take the 
sahakarin to be essential either for the cause or for the 
effect. He nee we can only say that the presence of the 
sahakqrin in the emergence of the effect is purely acciden¬ 
tal (kakataliya). 

V : Let the *sahakarya apeksha’ be not there. And 
then why should there be a cause ? Let it also be unnece¬ 
ssary. Then there is an end to all causal relations and 
actions. 

Whether the cause is an unchanging entity or a mome¬ 
ntary one, there is the same ‘sahakari sannidhana krama’ 
in both the views. And as a result, that which is taken to 
be the cause is also the same in both views. 

The cause is ‘svayamjanaka (self -creative); it produ¬ 
ces the effect, for it has in itself the necessary power to 
produce the effect. And such a cause may be but mome¬ 
ntary. The sahakarin is of no use at all for the ‘karana 
s varupa\ Yet in order that there might arise an effect 
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there is the ^sahakaryapeksha’ for the cause. Or there t$ 
the ‘sahakarya apekshaa* only for the effect because it is 
only the ‘karana samgri constituted by the cooperating 
factors that produce the effect. This sahakarin is neces¬ 
sarily involved in the emergence of the effect. The same 
account holds good of our view also, where the cause is 
not momentary, but an unchanging entity. 

From one ‘agnisvalakshana’we have fire on the ground^ 
smoke above it, ashes below, and the knowledge of the fire 
for the individual. Here the ‘kashthadi sahakara’ is found 
for the fire. One ‘agnikshana’ gives rise to another ‘agni- 
kshanak When moisture is the sahakarin, there is found 
smoke. Ashes arise from the ‘indhana sahakara’ (coopera¬ 
tion of fire-wood), and the sense contact being the sahaka¬ 
rin, there arises the e svavishayajnana\ Thus the difference 
in the sahakarins involved by the 4 desabheda% makes one 
entity give rise to many effects. Thus, when ‘kala bheda* 
brings about a difference in the sahakarins, we have diffe¬ 
rent effects emerging from the cause. 

Hence, even though there is the non - difference between 
the object and ‘ahamsamvedana’ from an empirical and re¬ 
lative standpoint we have to construe facts as they are, as 
they appear. Our apprehension shows that the object is 
different from the ‘advitiya samvedana’. This object is a 
‘sthayin’ (abiding) and it has ‘artha kriya samarthya’ (prga- 
matic potency), Thus there is a great difference between 
our view and that of the Buddhists. 

The ahamkarta (subject) cognises the object as having 
the same form ; and even though it is a sthayin, it is ‘artha 
kriyakari’, Thus simply because we admit the immediacy 
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of the blue, you should not take us to be 'exponuding a 
Buddhist doctrine. The ahankarta is the percipient self 
who is distinct from the not-self. That this ahankarta is 
the unchanging ‘ekarupah’ (one) has been established from 
experience and from pure logical reasoning as well. 

The Advaita Siddhanta is free from all Buddhistic con¬ 
ceptions. On the other hand, traces of Buddhism appear 
only in the theories of those who have attacked Advaita. 
Thus the Prabhakara agrees with the Carvaka and Buddhist 
systems in rejecting the validity of mantra, arthavada, iti- 
hasa, andpurana ; in rejecting devata, svarga, isvara and 
moksha ; and in accepting the momentariness of the cogni¬ 
tions and of the pramanas. The Bhatta agrees with Car¬ 
vaka and Buddhist systems in accepting identity indifference 
and in rejecting the validity of mantra etc. The Bheda- 
bheda of Bhaskara agrees with Buddhism in rejecting the 
knowledge of Brahman, in degrading the sanyasins, and in 
making a farce of bondage and liberation. 

The Bhedabhedavadin puts a series of questions to show 
that there is no difference between Buddhism and Advaita. 

Obj : You and the Buddhist agree in holding that the 
world is ‘kalpita’, (artificially constructed) in vijnana. 

Yed : Yes. But you and he agree in saying that the 
world is ‘pratibhasya’ (manifested) by vijnana. 

Obj : Though it is ‘pratibhasya’ by vijnana, we admit 
the distinction between the true and the false. 


37) 
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Ved : Here too we ad m it the mithyatva of the world 
And yet in this world we too maintain the distinction bet¬ 
ween ‘sattva’, (being) and ‘asattva’ (non-being) brought by 
‘artha kriya samrthya’. 

Obj : But you can maintain the distinctions not as 
ultimately real, but as ‘kalpita’. 

Ved : Even if you admit the distinction between the 
true and the false, it is only as ‘pratibhasya’., 

Obj : But such a distinction is seen. 

Ved : Why can’t there be seen such a distinction even 
in my view also ? 

Obj : No one would say that the pot etc., are false. 

Ved : Even a ‘pratibhasya satyatva’ would make the 
pot etc. unreal. But on my view the distinction is sounder. 
‘Arthakriya karitva’ makes the pot etc. real; and the abse¬ 
nce of this ‘samarthya’ makes the erroneous silver false. 
And we do see that the act of maya (magic) gives us delight 
or hatred. You cannot take these to be mere cognitions 
devoid of an objective existence. For we hear of the battle 
between gods and Denons where weapons are employed. 
These weapons are real and are not mere cognitious. They 
give rise to actions etc.. 

Immediacy and Mediacy : 

Obj : Since the object is the medium for the revela¬ 
tion (manifestation) of consciousness, you admit the imme¬ 
diacy of the object. Then there should be such an imme- 



Vivaranam 


291 


diacy of the object even in inference and other pramanas. 
But we do not find this immediacy there. 

Reply : The antahkarana vrit ti (epistemic act) comes 
into contact wieht the object and assumes the form of the 
object. Then the object becomes the medium that manifests 
consciousness. The yogyatva (propriety) is not found in 
the objects of inference etc ; for the objects here are no* 
present before us. As such the object there is neither a kar- 
aka (causative) nor a vyaniaka (manifesting one); it does not 
give the cognition of itself because of the absence of the 
contact with the vritti; and it does not therefore manifest 
consciousness. These two properties are found only in the 
present objects and not in those objects which are not pre¬ 
sent here and now. As such they are not immediate obje¬ 
cts. These objects do not have their vyapara in giving us a 
knowledge of themselves. This vyapara consists of the pro¬ 
perties of ‘karakatva’ and ‘vyanjakatva’ referred to above. 

When the pot comes into a contact with fire we see red¬ 
ness. But if the pot is not present, fire will not reveal that 
redness. Similar is the case with the object in inference. 

Objection : There was rain in the past. And I say 
that the rain is present now as the-past rain or as the future 
rain (atitavrishti, or anagata vrishti). 

Reply s But rain cannot be both e atita’ (past) and 
‘vartamana’ (present) at the same moment. As atita it does 
not have any ‘anvaya’ with a present object. It appears 
only as the ‘abhava pratiyogi’ (contradictory of its absence). 
It is never vartamana if it was only in the past. 
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Further the ‘atitavrishti’ (past rain) cannot have any 
relation with the present ‘kriya’ and ‘gunaV It is only the 
‘vartamana ghata’ (present pot) that has the ‘vartamana 
lauhitya’ (present redness). Thus in infrence the object is 
neither a karaka nor a vyanjaka. 

In perception, however, the sense contacts the property; 
and we have the cognition of this property only when the 
substance begins functioning. 

Objection : If the object is not immediate in infer¬ 
ence, and if such an object cannot be a karaka or a vyanj¬ 
aka, how can our vijnana have the vishayakara (form of the 
object) in inference ? 

Reply : We have the sense contact with the ‘linga’ 
(hetu or reason). And the specific relation brought by this 
functions as the cause in giving us the ‘visisht aikartha jna- 
na’- (a specific uni'ary cognition). 

Objection : If it is ‘atita’, then it is an object. And 
when it can have ‘vishayatva’, why can’t it have the ‘kara- 
katva’ also ? 

Reply : No. An object is not an object if it does 
not give rise to a knowledge of itself. The object in infer¬ 
ence is an object only in so far as it removes the ignorance 
we have of it This absence of ignorance which this object 
gives, is not its property. Nor can we say that the ‘vishaya 
vyapara’ is to give us the ‘vijnanakara’. Vijnanakara’ be¬ 
longs only to jnana and to none else. When we say ‘vrish- 
timjanati’ (He knows about the rain) as an inferntial cogni¬ 
tion, the verb to know has an object. But this object here 



Vivaranam 


293 


Is not the object having the nature of the object of immedi¬ 
ate apprehension. It is an object only in sofar as our igno¬ 
rance of it is dispelled by it. But if is a direct object of 
cognition, it would require sense contact etc. and thut 
would be an immediate object. 

Immediacy of the self z 

Having explained the nature and meaning of c asmas 
pratyaya vishaya’, Padmapada now proceeds to explain the 
text and to state the relation between the ego and Brahman 

This ‘ahankara granthi* is conveyed by the expression 
c asmat pratyaya’. This is a ‘pratyaya’ (apprehension). The 
antahkarana or ahankara is like a mirror in which we have 
the reflection called the self. Herein we find the interpene. 
tration of the ahankara and consciousness which is the not 
this. This antahkarana is the manifesting medium of that 
consciousness. For such an ego Brahman appears as if 
is an object. It is only an ‘aupacarika’ (metaphorical) 
usage to speak of Brahman as its object. Such a self is 
seen as the I in jagrat (working) and svapana (dream), while 
in sushupti (deep sleep) the I or the ahankara remains in its 
‘samskata rupa’. Consequently the illumination of the self 
is obstructed by the ‘agrahana avidya’ (non-apprehending 
nescience)which is uparakta by the‘samskara\ He does know 
the ‘gatagata’ (past and future) and is spoken of in the texts 
as ‘samsari, jivah, vijnanaghanah, vijnanatma, prajnah* 
sariri, sarirah, atma, samprasadah, purushah, pratyagatma, 
bhokta, kshetrajna. 
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Objection : The sruti describes the self as havi 
relation with many upadhis Iike"the body and the ‘kshetr * 
How is it you speak of ahankara alone as the upadhi? * 

Reply : The self is the ‘ajnanopadhi’. This is W 
rakta’ (affects) by the ahankara’ and its ‘samskara’. Durin* 
the three stages, such a self acquires many an external upa¬ 
dhi; and the many upadhis described refer to this aspect 
only. When he is said to have the ‘gatagatacarana* 
only means that having this one upadhi he comes to acquire 
many other upadhis. 

To show that for this ‘savikalpaka adhyasa’ (determi¬ 
nate superimposition) there is a ground which is ‘savikal¬ 
paka’; the explanation is given in ‘asmat pratyaya vishaya- 
tvat'. Now Padmapada is going to show that there can be 
a ‘savikalpaka adhyasa’ even when the gound is ‘nirvika- 
lpaka’ (non-relational or non-determinate). 

The self is ‘adhyasarha’ not merely because it is the 
object for the ‘asmat pratyaya; but because it is also imm¬ 
ediate. For, the pratyagatman (our self) is experienced by 
us immediately and directly. 

Objection : But the self is always something that is 
to be inferred. How can you speak of its immediacy ? 

Reply : If I do not have an immediate experience of 
my self, what is the difference between my experience and 
the knowledge of my experience possessed by another ?When 
I say ‘mayedam viditam’ (this is known by me), I recognise 
a subject in me and an object for me. This subject-object 
relation cannot be apprehended by me if the self is only 
mferentially cognised. 
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Objection : Your self is the ground for the jnana 
arising from your experience. This is all the difference 
between your cognition and somebody else’s cognition of 
yours. 

Reply : In the absence of the experiencing self, the 
other person cannot have any knowledge of the relation bet. 
ween my experience and myself {or between my knowledge 
and myself). If the absence of the ‘anubhavasambandha’ 
(relation of experience) is common both ^to me and to the 
other, he cannot have an inferential cognition of the ground 
of the knowledge. If there is no relation between the self 
and the ‘ghatanubhava’ (cognition of the pot), then the 
‘hetujnananumana’ (inference of the cause) cannot arise. 

Objection : Let there be the self as the ground of 
the ‘vishayanubhava’. 

Reply : The ‘samvedya jnana’ or the knowledge of 
the object cannot establish the self; for the self would cease 
to be the subject of the experience by becoming an object. 
Further it would make experience itself impossible. If the 
object and the self were to be the objects of experience, 
there would be two objects arising at the same time; and 
this is an impossibility. The self cannot be an object of 
any samvit other than its "own; it is not a ‘samvit 
karma’. 

Objection : Samvit may not establish that the self i s 
its object. But it can establish the self as. its own upadhi. 
Since the samvit establishes the existence of the self, the 
self is its upadhi or viseshana’ (unimportant). 
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Reply : Does upadhi mean the ground (asraya) or 
the object (vishaya), [or one of these two ? Upadhi cannot 
mean the ground. If the self is the ground for the samvi* 
and if the samvit gives us a knowledge of the ground, then 
it cannot give us a knowledge of the object since the object 
is not a ground at all. The samvit will have to illumine 
or reveal only the self and not the object. 

Samvit (consciousness) cannot give us a knowledge of 
the self if the self were to be an object; for, the self as on 
object would cease to be the self, and the objects would 
cease to be objects. 

Nor can we say that upadhi is asraya vishayatvam. 
What is meant by a ‘vishaya* ? 

Objection : It is that which is capable of giving 
rise to the ‘vyavahara* (activity) set in motion by the sam¬ 
vit. 


Reply : Then the self too would become an object. 

Objection: The object then may be that which is 
distinct from the ground and at the same time that which 
excludes the samvit. 

Reply : Then the eye too would become the object 
along with that which it is said to cognise. 

Objection : It is different from the ground; and yet 
it is that which is capable of giving rise to the ‘vyavahara’ 
set in motion by that very ground. 

Repiy : Then what will happen is this; the relation 
between the samvit and its ground would have to be an 
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object. You cannot say that there is no such relationship; 
for you admit that there is a ‘samavaya’ (relation of inher¬ 
ence) between the samvit and the self, because of which 
there is no immediacy of the self. 

Objection : The object is that which is ‘karma 
karaka’ (causing an act). 

Reply : Then an object which is not present (atita) 
ceases to be an object, whence you can not admit ^inference., 
The object cannot be merely that which is cognised because 
of the sense contact with it. 

Objection: Let the self be arrived at as being the 
object (karma) of the samvit. 

Reply : This is impossible. The object is in one 
moment and the cognition in another. The relation bet¬ 
ween the two is not comprehended in any moment. As 
such my knowledge of myself (as object) would not be dif¬ 
ferent from another’s knowledge of the same. That the 
self is the object of the samvit is established by the cog¬ 
nition other than that in which we cognise the object. Does 
this ‘jnanantara’ (different cognition) coexist with the 
experience of the object ? or does it come at a later time ? 
If it comes at a later time, we have said already that it is 
impossible to know the relation between the samvit and 
the self. 

These two cognitious being different in having diffe¬ 
rent objects, how can they together arise at the same mo¬ 
ment ? Can any person have a forward step and also a 
backward step at the same time ? 


38) 
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That which is ‘niravayava* (part-less) cannot have 
two ‘pai'inaraas* (changes) at the same time in one 
place or in two different places. 

Objection : Two ‘parispandas* (movements) are 
impossible at the same time for one object, when the object 
is said to change in its entirety. But there can be a c pari- 
nama* (change). 

Reply : This is not possible. On the other hand, 
there can be two ‘parispandas’ at the same time, if they 
have different origins : eg. He goes singing. Going is 
accomplished by the 5 legs and the other by the vocal chords. 
Even two ‘parinamas* can be there for one object, if only 
we recognise that they come at different times : eg. youth 
and old age come at different times. 

There cannot be the parinama of one part only since 
the self is devoid of parts. Hence the self is immediate in 
so far as it is ‘svaprakarsa’. This pratyagatma is ‘svayam 
siddha’ (self-existent foundational consciousness); and 
through its own inherent power, it becomes ‘adhyasa yo- 
gya’ since it is immediate. 

Objection : But the ground and the adhyasta are 
cognised by the same sense organ. Mere immediacy is of 
no avail here, if the ground and the adhyasta are not said 
to be cognised by the same sense organ. We do not see 
any adhyasa or a pure immediacy. In any adhyasa there 
is the contact of the eye with the ground which is immedi¬ 
ate. 
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Reply ■ There is no such rule that an object can be 
adhyasta only on another immediate and direct object. The 
akasa is not a case of ‘pratyaksha prama’ and yet surface, 
colur et. are imputed to it. Thus says Sankara : the 
akasa is 'paroksha' or it mav be said to be a perceptual 
cognition which does not require the sense-contact. 

The Vaiseshika and the Nyaya argue that sabda is a 
‘visesha gana’, (particular quality). It is apprehended only 
by one external sense organ; and yet as unlike the case of 
smell, it is apprehended as excluding its substance. It is 
not a general or common property like others. It does not 
coexist with any of the other gunas like touch and form. 
Since it is cognised by an external sence organ, it is diffe¬ 
rent from dik (space), kala (time) and manas (mind) whose 
specific property it cannot be.. Hence sabda is the visesha- 
guna of a substance which is other than the four elements, 
space, time, mind and self. That which has the property 
of sound is the akasa. This akasa is inferentialiy cognised. 
Buddhists and carvakas infer akasa through ‘anupalabdhi 
(non- apprehsion) and maintan that it is the mere negation 
(abhava) of a rnurta dravya (distinct substence). 

Since a bhavantara is no other than an ‘abhava 1 (nega¬ 
tion, non-existence), there is an akasa which is merely the 
abhava, of a murtadravya; and this is established through 
‘anupalabdhi*. Thus the Prabhakaras argue. 

But the Vartikakara argues that akasa is cogn’sed dir¬ 
ectly by the eye. 

If the eye can cognise it, it must have a form; and as 
such it must be something that can be touched. The eye 
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can cognise only a substance which has the qualities of form 
(or shape) and touch. Further in arriving at the inferential 
cognition of akasa we have a £ hetu’ (or linga) in anupala- 
bdhi; and this does not alio v us to accept a sense contact 
with the akasa as possible. Hence akasa is only apratyaksha 
siddha’ (proved by non-perception) 

Or we may argue that there is an immediate cognition 
of akasa, and that this cognitioi is called ‘apratyakasha, 
because it does not involve the contact of any of the exter¬ 
nal sence organs. Then it is immediate as known or app¬ 
rehended by the sakshin or as apprehended by the mere 
mind. 

Those who do not see the truth attribute ‘milinya* 
(colour etc.) to the sky and speak of its surface as being 
similar to the £ indra ,nila tamala patra’ (dark blue leaf). 
It is blue like the indranila (blue sapphire). The blue of 
other objects is apprehended as the nature of akasa. 

Thus Sankara winds up the £ sambhavana’ (possibility) 
of adhyasa wit'i the words c even aviruddhah...*. In the 
apprehended upadhi we are rejecting the object cognised. 
And this object along with the knowledge of such an object 
is spoken of as avidya ? 

Objection : It has been declared that the cause of 
£ anartha\ (misfortune called bondage) is dispelled by Bra¬ 
hma vidya; and so far we are told that avidya is the cause 
of anartha. Then it ought to be stated that this avidya 
alone is the cause of the anarthas like ‘kartritva*. Then 
why is the commentator expounding adhyasa ? 
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Reply : To answer such doubts. Sankara says that 
this adhyasa whose nature has been given so far is taken to 
be avidya by the pandits (wise men) who are well versed in 
the pramanas. 

We do not merely say that the anartha hetu (cause of 
bondage) is avidya because all this has avidya as its mate¬ 
rial cause and consequently the 'anartha too is avidya. j.We 
do not rely only on agreement and difference between 
avidya and anartha (adhyasa). It is called avidya because 
it is opposed to vidya, which ,'-alone can dispel it. When 
we are able to have a discrinminatory knowledge, we come 
to understand the real nature of the objects; and this is 
called vidya. When the snake that is adhyasta is dispelled, 
the snake disappears and we have the knowledge that it is a 
rope. This vijnana is called vidya by the wise in philo¬ 
sophy. 

Objection : First describe avidya and then show 
that it can be and’S dispelled by real knowledge (jnana). 
Thereby you can show the dispelling of adhyasa. When 
this is a smipler method, why should you diescribe adhyasa? 

Reply : We desire the dispelling of anartha. And 
since the anartha is dispelled by vidya, whai is to be done 
is to describe how' anartha has the nature of avidya. 
Suppose instead [jof describing adhyasa, Sankara spoke of 
avidya. This avidya would mean that which envelopes or 
conceals, for this is its nature. It does not mean the appe- 
arence of an object as having a nature other than its own; 
and such an appearence is the cause of anartha. Hence 
Sankara first speaks of such an adhyasa or appearance, and 
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later on speaks of it as avidya because it is dispelled by 
vidya. This is the proper method. 

Suppose the anartha is described as having the nature 
of avidya. Its ground is the self and its object is Brahman. 
Either in the self or in its object we do not find the ‘gunas’ 
and the ‘doshas’ (defects) that can be said to arise from avi¬ 
dya. As such knowledge can bring about the nivritti 
(cessation) of all anarthas. So anartha is more important 
from our standpoint. 

Thus the consequence of this enquiry is : there is 
something adhyasta on the self. Such a self is not stained 
or touched even to the slightest extent by the doshas and 
gunas brought out by the adhyasa. This sentence of San¬ 
kara shows that anartha is not ultimately real. If the ana¬ 
rtha is real, then the declared assertion would be futile and 
meaningless. The assertion was that knowledge alone can 
dispel the anartha. 

Avidyadhyasa does not in relaity bring any gunas and 
doshas to the self. Due to adhyasa there is the evolution 
of the self and the self as the ground of the adhyasa is free 
from doshas and gunas. Now the ‘avabhasa’ (manifesta¬ 
tion) of the eternal consciousness is obstructed by the 
beginningless ‘avidyadhyasa’. Because of _this anaditva 
(beginninglessness) there~ can be no adhyasa parinama for 
the self, The self is not evolved out of the ‘avidyadhyasa’. 

But can we say that the self is evolved out of the 
ahankaradhyasa’ ? Now if avidyaa is the ground of such 
an ‘agantuka adhyasa’ (accidental super imposition) then 
there is no need on the part of the self to have any know- 
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ledge; for the self is free and undefiled by the adhyasa. 
On the other hand, the self is the ground for avidya and 
also for the product of avidya. Then a lone knowledge 
would have a value for the bound self. And the a phorist 
has made by implication the asesrtion that bondage is des¬ 
troyed by jnana. 

Summarsing the salient features explained so far, 
Padmapada introduces the purport of the next part. 
The commentary ending with ‘naisargiko yam loka vyava- 
harah’ has established that there is an adhyasa called avi¬ 
dya; and it is shown that the self and the not-self appearing 
as one is avidya or adhyasa. To prove this, Sankara has 
given its definition and has shown how it is possible and 
conceivable. Again he proceeds to show with the aid of fur¬ 
ther arguments acceptable to all, how the pramanas can 
establish it finally. With this desire he states-‘tam etam 
avidya khyam ... moksha parani’. Our vyvahara is 
three - fold- pramata (knower), pramana (means of know¬ 
ing) and pramaya (object); this is the activity of the sub¬ 
ject); b) Karta (doer), karma (act) and karya (object of 
activity). This is the activity of the doer or agent. And c) 
bhokta (enjoyer), bhoga (enjoying) and bhogya (object). 
This is the activity of the enjoyer. This three-fold activity 
is based on the aham adhyasa and the mamadhyasa. (’Our 
activity is immediately related (puraskritya, purah saratvam) 
to this adhyasa. Adhyasa is an immediate or perceptual 
experience since it is ‘sakshi pramana siddha (established 
by the witnessing consciousness). 

Objection : Now all the sastras deal with commands 
and prohibitions only. Why should Sankara say that mok¬ 
sha too is dealt with in them ? 
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Reply : That there is an entity which does not invo¬ 
lve commands and prohibitions is accepted by us. We say 
that there are texts dealing only with the svarupa (nature) 
of reality. Such are the texts on moksha. Hence moksha 
is separately mentioned. 

Objection : How them are the pramanas and sas- 
tras to be accepted as ‘avidya vad vishayani’ (objects char- 
ecteriscd by avidya) ? What pramana will help us in decla¬ 
ring that the three-fold activity has avidya as its material 
cause ? The avidya you have described so far may appear 
even in the case of the self. But this alone does not esta¬ 
blish that it is possible or real. You have to show it with 
the aid of the pramanas. Moreover, the pramanas depend 
on the pramata (subject); and the subject is their ground. 
The subject cannot be one having avidya, for the pramanas 
are useles for such a subject. When the subject does no* 
have avidya, you cannot attribute avidyatva to him or to 
the pramanas. 

Or another line of argument may be advanced. The 
imtegration of the ahankara with the self is the work of 
avidyadhyusa. If this avidya is the material cause for the 
subject, you cannot establish the validity of the pramanas. 
How are the ‘pratyaksha adipramanas’ (perception and 
other valid means of knowledge) and sastras to be accepted 
as ‘avidya vadvishayani’ ? If there is ‘avidyavad vishayatva’ 
for these, the defects of the ground would creep into these 
and stain them. As such they will not have any validity. 

Reply : If I do not treat the body as the I and the 
sense organs as mine, I cannot become a pramata (subject); 
and this would make the s p r amana pravritti* inconsistent 
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for me. This sentence of Sankara summarises the main 
doctine ; and this is elaborated in the following sentences. 

That the three fold activity has adhyasa as its c upa~ 
dana’ can be shown through ‘arthapatti’ (implication) and 
‘vyatireka’ (negative) inference. There is a negative con- 
committance of the form : wherever there is found the abs¬ 
ence of adhyasa, in all of them there is also found the abs¬ 
ence of activity. This meaning is in Sankara’s commentary 
and Padmapada now proceeds to explain it. 

The e aham abimana’ (egocentric attitude) and the 
‘mamabhimana’ (the mine-attitude) are absent in deep 
sleep ; and we do not find pramatritva in the person having 
deep sleep. The word body does not convey the meaning 
of only the hody, but of a living person having a head and 
limbs ; for the mere body is not apprehended as the I. 
When we say ‘manushyoham 5 (I am a man) or c devo ham’ (I 
am a god) we refer to ourselves as being individuals of a 
certain character having life and consciousness. And this 
is every one’s experience. The three fold activity then can¬ 
not be established, for the body which is corne :ted with 
our existence, or for the sense organs which are necessarily 
found in the body. It is attributed to the living body or to 
the conscious body of a person. Here alone we can fin d, 
the ‘dehabhimana’ (aham) and the findriyadya bhimana* 
(mama). If the ‘mamabhimana’ were not to be confined to 
the sense organs and limbs only, even the servant would 
have to become necessary for my pramatritva. 

Devadatta has the waking state and the dream state. 
He is the agent having as his ‘kar anas’ (instruments, means) 
39 ) 
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the body, sense-organs and limbs ; and these constitute the 
‘aham mamadhyasa* on whose basis there is the activity of 
the subject in those two states. And this has arisen for 
Devadatta because he has those states which are different 
from sushupti. If there is a time or state that does not 
make him appear as a subject, then that state is not diffe¬ 
rent from sushupti. This is the inference establishing pra- 
matritva etc. Earlier we have noticed perception establi¬ 
shing the same. 

Arthapatti too establishes it. The three-fold activity is 
not possible in the absence of adhyasopadana, for when 
adhyasa is absent we do not find activity, as eg. in sushupti. 
This is arthapatti. 

The c kartrikarana bhava’ (idea of agent) between the 
body etc. and the subject is based on the relation between 
the two. There is here no such relation as that between the 
master and his servant. The former relation is ‘samanya 
vyapati’ (ordinary concommittance), while the latter is ‘vya- 
paka visesha’. While the former is present we are also 
aware of the absence of the latter. Thus the knowledge 
arising from these two is one of arthapatti which is the pra- 
mana (means of knowledge) for establishing pramatritva. 

Objection : ■ But in both the relations it is the living 

or conscious body (svattadhna vyavasthita manushya avay- 
avi) that brings about the activity.’ Then how can you rej¬ 
ect the second relation here ? What is wanted in activity is 
the ‘kartrikarana sambandha’ only and not their‘tadatmyak 
As such arthapatti here is not valid as stated. 

Reply : Since the other relations are not valid here, 
we have to accept only the tadatmya sambandha. Which 
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are we take of the following : 1) ‘svasvamita sambandah 
(ownership), 2) ‘viniyojya viniyojakata sambandhah 
(doing), 3) samyogah .(conjuction), 4) samavayah (inh¬ 
erence), 5) ‘bhoktri bhogyata (enjoyer), 6) ‘svakaramara- 
bhyatvam’, 7) ‘svendriyadhishtheyatvam’, or any other. 

1) The first is impossible because it does not make 
one a pramata (knower), as eg. the master in deep sleep is 
not a pramata for the servant; and there is no ‘svattvena 
sambandha' between them. The ‘pramatritva’ is e prama 
kartritva’ and this involves the sense organs which are not 
active in deep sleep. When the other karakas are not fun¬ 
ctioning, the ‘pramakartritva’ cannot function. 

2) Objection : Then one might say that the body 
etc., function when there is the desire. Body etc. obey the 
desire, act in accordance with desire. And since this desire 
is absent in deep sleep, there is no pramatritva then. There 
is the relation betwen the self and the ‘karya karana sangh- 
ata’ (body, sense organs etc.) brought by desire or consci¬ 
ous willing. This mutual relation makes the body etc. act 
in accordance with the wishes of the self. When the mere 
desire brings this e viniyojya viniyojaka sambandha\ then 
the entire activity of ‘kriya karaka phala’, which is of the 
nature of pramatritva (knower-hood) etc. would belong to 
the self. It is not adhyasa that brings this activity. That 
this activity has its origins in such a relation is seen in 
cases like 1 have the desire to get up, and so I get up and 
also sit*. Experience alone is the pramana here. 

But the servants also are seen to act in accordance with 
the desire of the master. Then there should be the activity 
on the part of the servant when the master has the desire. 
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And in the absence of the servant there may have to be the 
absence of pramatrtlva. 

This is a faulty objection since the desire of one is me¬ 
diated by the activity of another body. The activity ofthe 
body etc. should have an immediate or direct relation with 
the body. We do not have such a relation between the 
master and his servant, for there is no ‘mukhyabhimana’ 
(feeling of priority) for the body of the servant. 

Reply : If the relation [is merely that of ‘icchanuvi- 
cfhana yogyata*, we have it in deep sleep whence there 
ought to be an activity even then. If is is ‘icchanuvidh- 
iyamanatva sambandhah 5 , this is absent in deep sleep and 
as such there can be pramatritva. Nor can you say that 
this relation is seen to be the source of all activity ; for 
vvhen you accept the ‘svaprakasa’ of the samvit, you cannot 
speak like ibis. The samvit (consciousness) ‘manushychanr 
(I am a nan) is our own immediate experience, and we do 
not reject it or contradict it. Here we do find that we have 
our ‘naukhyabhimana* for the body. You cannot say that 
this is a gauna (ancillary) expression, for it contradicts 
your experience. 

Because of the contact with the upadhi, there arisse 
the desire and this can’t be rejected. Even desire has its ori¬ 
gin in adhyasa. Even desire is a ‘parinama visesha’ of adh- 
y asa. How can such a change be predicated of the self 
which is beyond change or evolution ? Antahkarana which 
is an evolute of adhyasa has the mutual interpenetration 
with the ahankarta whence desire is attributed to the self. 
This is a fact of experience also. I have the desire to get up 
an d so I get up and sit. This getting up etc. is an activity 
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of the body which has an interpenetration through the 
ahankara with the self. 

3, 4) One cannot also argue that the relation of ‘sam- 
yoga’ or ‘samvaya' between the self and the not-self is the 
cause of all activity, for this relation is found even in deep 
sleep where there is no activity. 

5, 6, 7) ‘Bhoktribhogyata’, ‘svakarmarabhyatva’, and 
‘svendriyadhishtheyatva’ - these relations presuppose their 
origin in ‘bhogadhyasa (supeximposition of enjoying) ; and 
they are also seen in the bodily activities of the servants 
etc. 


Objection : But in the case of the servants, it i s 
their body which mediates bhogyatva. Hence we have to 
say that the original relation is one of ‘bhgoyatva’ which 
does not require any such mediation. 

Reply If this relationship has the propriety (yogyata) 
to enyoy, it is present even in deep sleep. 

Objection : It is not ‘bhoga yogyatva’ (propriety to 
enjoy), but ‘bhojyamanatva’, (enjoying) which too does not 
require any mediation. 

Reply : This is impossible without a prior and diffe, 
rent relation. If there is no prior relation of the body to 
the self, I cannot conceive of a bhoga sambandha for this 
body. Now the self is immediately present in all spaces and 
in all bodies. As such there ought to be Ihe c bhoga 
every where. Hence this relation is other than and pos 
terior to the adhyasa relation. 
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Thus by the method of residues, we find arthapattj 
and anumana establishing that adhyasa is the original rela¬ 
tion that is the cause of all activity. If you do not accept 
‘avidyadhyasa’, you cannot speak of the ‘pramatritva’ f Qr 
the self which is by native ‘asanga’ (non-relational) and 
‘avikari’ (unchanging). 

Objection : The self is present in all bodies and 
there is no difference on this count between the various 
bodies. Then, how can you say that there is the adhyasa 
niyama for the self only in this body? How can you speak 
of the living body of this person only as being the subjec t 
etc. ? 

Reply : The ‘avidyadhyasa’ is beginningless; and as 
such the distinctions between the selves too is beginningless. 
The subtle body which is the evolute of adhyasa is attached 
to such a self whence arises ‘pramatritvadi niyama’ for the 
self. The gross body too is the product of the same avidya 
Now that which is begun by the subtle body is taken up 
by the gross body; or because of the close connection bet¬ 
ween the subtle and the gross bodies, the gross body acqu- 
iries this ‘adhyasa niyama’. 

Objection : But it is only the pramata that is the 
ground of activity. It is not adhyasa. 

Reply : No. The ‘pramatritva’ itself is the result of 
‘adhyasa’. Then the mere presence of the ‘pramatritva 
sakti’ is the cause in all ‘pramana pravritti (activity of the 
knowner); yet “this ‘sakti’ is the product of the play of 
aidya. As such we argue the avidya vad vishayatva for 
ratnanas. 
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Objection : Ahankaara is said to be the product of 
adhyasa; and there is the ahankara with the self. This is 
the meterial cause giving rise to activity. But this is vitia¬ 
ted by the defect called avidya. Consequently the prarna- 
nas cannot have any validity. They cannot give rise to 
valid cognitions. 

Reply : The knowledge of truth that is not sublated 
by any pram ana — ie. the knowledge that is given only by 
agama cannot be given v by any one of thepramanas. 
The knowledge given by the praraanas may be contra¬ 
dicted by the knowledge of truth given 'by the agama; 
but in so far as it makes the activity and experience in the 
empirical world possible, such a 'pram an a jnana 5 is not 
subject to sublation. They give the knowledge of the 
objects correctly within the empirical famework. The 
*apekshavishaya’ of these pramanas does not fall outside of 
the empirical world. By their own inherent power they 
give us the right cognition of the objects; and these c nira- 
eksha pramanas' do not get contradicted in the empirical 
framework. As such their vaidity and their ‘avidyavad 
vishayatva 5 are not inconsistent. 

Perception establishes the vyavaharangata (subsidiary 
, to activity) of the pramanas; and that the pramatritvadi 
vyavahara has its origins in adhyasa, is established by per¬ 
ception, inference and arthapatti. Thus we get at their 
validity (pramanyam) and at their ‘avidyavad vishayatvamk 
This is vidhimukhopadarsita’ - ‘‘vidhi’ isthat which gives 
the knowledge that this is like this; it is a perceptual 
knowledge. And ‘vidhi mukha’ means that which takes 
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the ’aid of perception, inference etc. Hence the validity 
and the ‘avidya vad vishayatva’, proved by these pramanas 
cannot be rejected as being impossible. 

Sabda (verbal testimoney) may be unreal (mithya). 
But it is seen to give rise to an act in the form of putting 
an end to avidya. Sabda and other pramanas have the 
‘arthakriya samarthya’ which is of the nature of dispelling 
avidya and of giving the apprehension or experience of 
Brahman. Because of this ability they have their validity 
and this is not inconsistent with their mithyatva. A pra- 
mana might have its basis in avidya, but it can become a 
means of dispelling that very avidya. 

Objection : Then, the validity of sabda etc. is de¬ 
termined by their ‘arthakriya samarthya’. This would 
mean that they have a validity brought by something other 
than themselves. 

Reply : Jnana has ‘svatah pramanyak And we 
show that the pramanas have the £ arthakriya samrthya’ 
only to dispel the doubts regarding their invalidity. This 
is not inconsistent with their ‘svatah pramaanya’ (self vali¬ 
dity). 


In Mimaansa there is the svatah pramaanya for jnana; 
and the f vishaya svarupa’-(artha tathatva) is attributed to 
knowledge, since, only knowledge gives the vishaya sva- 
rupa. Likewise only by apprehending the object can 
we determine the f artha k kriya samarthya’. If this is not 
accepted by the Mimansaka, then his jnana too would have 
paratah pramanya because it is dependent on ‘prakatya* 
tjnatata) which is in the object. 
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Objection : Even the knowledge of Brahman is a 
fajse knowledge, for this knowledge arises from ‘ajnana 9 
which is its ‘upadana*. As such it cannot dispel avidya. 

Reply : If by false knowledge is meant ‘svarupa 
mithyatva* (or the falsify of the epistemic act), it is acce¬ 
ptable to ns. In so far as jnana is vritti jnana even the 
akhandakara vritti 1 (internally unified cognition) cannot 
claim to be ultimately real. We accept the ‘svarupa mi- 
thyatva of knowledge; and we reject ‘mithyatva for the 
object of knowledge. The vritti jnana may be fake; but 
you cannot say that it cannot put an end to avidya. The 
dream cognitions are false; but the falsity of the objects 
of these cognitions is made known to us by the absence of 
the c arthakriyakaritva samarthya* in them. 

The vritti jnana may be false; but its object is not 
false since it has no sublation, since it remains uncontra¬ 
dicted. Brahma jnana does not have any ‘vishaya mitbr 
yatva 5 since there is the ‘anupalabhya mana badha\ 

Objection : But a counter inference too can be 
given, Brahman is mithya or false since it is comprehen¬ 
ded by that knowledge which has ‘ajnana’ as its upa- 
dana. The world is false for the same reason. Likewise 
the silver is false because the cognition is false. Jnana- 
dhyasa presupposes e vishayadhyasa’. Of these two one 
cannot be false while the other is true. 

Reply : The world is false because it is sublated o r 
negated, not because it is comprehended by the knowledge 
whose -upadana’ is ajnana. 

40) 
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Objection : But when the cognition arises from the 
defect in the sense organ, then both the cognition and the 
object are false. And here the defect is adhyasa which 
alone is said to make one a pramata. 

Reply : No. It is only an "agantuka dosha’ (adven¬ 
titious defect) that can be a cause in declaring the falsity of 
the object; but if the defect is natural (naisargika) it can¬ 
not make the object false, since this "naisargika dosha* is 
the very basis of all apprehension. 

A defect is called a defect only if it comes after the 
‘pramana karana$ v are there. Such a defect is ‘agantuka’, 
that which arises in the middle. It is not there prior to the 
pramata and his sense organs. 

But a defect which is there as the very basis or source 
(karana) of the pramana, is not a defect like the ordinary 
defects. It is the cause of the "pramatritva* and as such is 
‘naisargika* or natural. 

Eg. "kaca\ "kamala' etc. are "doshas* and give rise to 
erroneous cognitions. But these very defects can become a 
basis for inferring the sins etc. committed by the percipient. 
In such a case we find that a defect can be a cause for esta¬ 
blishing a valid knowledge. To the subject proper it is a 
defect; but to another it is a valid cause for a valid infe¬ 
rence. 

Now, avidya is a defect in so far as it prevents or obs¬ 
tructs the ‘avabhasa’ (manifestations) of Brahman. It is 
illumined by the "prakasa* (light) of Brahman and it prese¬ 
nts adistored appearance of that very Brahman. But the app- 
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earences it brings are ‘vyavahara yogya’. Since avidya 
presents a distorted appearance of Brahman and since it is 
the cause of such an appearance, avidya is said to be a 6 nai- 
sargika dosha*. 

To show how only an c agantuka dosha* is taken to be 
a defect, and how the ‘naisargika dosha* is not considered 
to be a defect, Padmapada gives an illustration. The sor¬ 
row or unhappiness arising from hunger and thirst is alwa- 
rys with us ; or when there is the nausea brought by the 
digestive system, we have the ‘annapana nishpanda*. These 
cases are not considered by us to be cases of disease. But 
when there is a slight rise in the temperature, eventhough 
it is there only for a very short time ; or when there is a 
slight cold and cough brought by phlhegm—in these cases we 
have the thought that they are diseases. The first is a natu¬ 
ral ailment and is therefore not called a disease. The sec¬ 
ond is a temporary ailment and is therefore called a dise¬ 
ase. The same is the case with avidya which is a natural 
defect; while the ‘kacadi doshas’ being temporary aliments, 
are called defects. 

Objection : But Sahara has declared that the mer© 
presence of a defect would make both the cognition and the 
object false. For he declared- ‘‘Yasya ca dushtam kara- 
nam, yasra ca mithyeti pratyayah, sa eva asamicinah praty- 
ayo nanyah”. 

Reply : This sentence was given by Sahara only with* 
Reference to the non-natural defects. For, the word defects 
(dosha) is normally and generally taken to mean only an 
agantuka dosha. It is only with this meaning that we 
have to interprect Sahara’s sentence. 
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Objection : The activity of the unwise might have 
its basis or origin in adhyasa ; But such an origin cannot 
be ascribed to the activity of the wise. 

Reply : It is to ward off such a contention that San¬ 
kara declared the non-difference in the activity of men and 
that of animals. This illustration shows that our activity 
originates in adhyasa. “During the activity of pramatritva 
etc the animals etc. show activity, inaction and indifference; 
and it is well known that they have the ‘aham abhimana' 
(ego-centric attitude) in their ‘karya karana. sanghata (cau¬ 
sal complex) only. Now from the activity we infer adhy— 
asa. In this inference, activity is shown as being that of 
the wise also. “Human beings have the same behaviour as 
that of the animals. By birth they are more rational than 
animals, and have the ability to understand the truths given 
by the sastras”. It is in such persons that we fund the 
middle term (hetu) of the inference, viz, activity. The adh¬ 
yasa has havin g the‘hetu’is inferred. “Even though they 
are more rational, they act like animals in so far as they 
have the ‘atmabhimana’ for their bodies”. Then the infer¬ 
ence would be - 

The activity of the wise is conditioned by adhyasa ; 

Because it has the nature of activity ; 

as, for example, the activity of animals. 

The example is ‘sadhya vikala’ (unproven major). As 
uch what is required is that even this illustration can estab 
lish the validity of adhyasa. 
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Objection : 414 You argue that there Is the ‘ahamka- 

tanubaxidha’ in the body etc., even for the animals. You 
speak of it as if It is thus known. How do you establish 
this for the animals 

Reply : When there are two objects and when the 
difference between them is not cognised through perception 
or inference of agama, then by a process of elimination we 
get at adhyasa. It is only the wise minds that are skilled 
in inference and agama (revealed wisdom) that can arrive 
at the self as being distinct from the body. They alone are 
capable of arriving at it because they are also skilled in 
perceptual activity etc. If they can understand the self as 
being distinct from the body without the aid of perception, 
inference and agama, these pramanas would be rendered 
useless. In the absence of the pramana vicara (enquiry 
into the means of knowledge) no such distinction can be 
apprehended. 

Objection : Even those who do not have the “anu- 
managama vicara (enquiiy into inferential and verbal kno¬ 
wledge) do have certain actions which presuppose an 6 adri~ 
shtartha’ (invisible purpose) for their souls. These persons 
have the activities based upon a distinction between the 
boby and the self, 4 ‘Cowherds, women and others do not 
have any knowledge of the pramanas; and r 'yet they do 
accept that they have an unchanging self which exists even 
after their death, and that this self is the enjoyer of the 
fruits of their actions*. The distinction here is apprehen¬ 
ded perceptually. 

Reply : There is no such apprehension here, hu* 
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wise). Their activity is based on what the elders said. If 
they have the knowledge of distinction arrived at perce - 
ptually, they would have apprehended the pratyagatman. 
Thus when they are asked ‘who has the relation with the 
other world ?\ they reply that they do not know it defini • 
tedly and that they heard of it in the world. Hence it ha s 
been wisely said ‘pasvadinan caprasiddho aviveka purvakah 
pratyakshadi vyavaharah. That samanya darsanad vyutpa- 
t timatam api purushanam pratyakshadi vyavaharas tat 
kalah samana iti”. Even the activity of the wise is similar 
to that of the animals during the time of that activity; and 
that time is the time where adhyasa is found. This much 
at best is common to the activity of the wise and of the 
animals. 

Perception and other pramanas have the eye etc. as 
their means. The means are "not devoid of a ground; and 
such a ground is the body. Thus for perception etc.,, the 
body is necessary. 

Objection : Let adhyasa be • the cause of activity. 
Yet just as in the case of Taj at adhyasa’ the silver is only 
an instrumental cause, likewise even for activity we may 
take adjhyasa to be only an instrumental cause. The 
mere self is the material cause. By the mere self we 
mean the ‘anadhyasta atma bhava’ (idea of the non- 
superimposed self). 

Reply : Sankara states- ‘Na tenanadhyasta atma bha m 
vana asangasya avikarinas caitanyaika rasasy atmanah pra- 
matrtivam upapadyate’. Here we are told that experience, 
alone makes out the ‘avidya vad vishayatva’ of the pramanas 
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After teaching this Sankara has explained the similarity 
between the activity of the animals and that of men. In 
‘rajatadhyasa’ the ground is only the object, and not the 
pramata who is the ground of natural activity. Even tho¬ 
ugh it is a pramata that has this *rajatadyasa‘, still it is the 
sole factor that determines the pramatritva. Even in the 
absence of this adhyasa we have activity. As such, the silver 
is the instrumental cause of the activity in rajatadhyasa. 
This does not hold good of the normal activity which has 
its ground in the pramata; and it is only the normal activity 
that determines the pramatritva (krower-ness) of a person. 
Further, in deep sleep we find that there is no activity of 
the mere self. And in deep sleep there is present the upa- 
dana (meterial cause) viz., avidya. Even if mithyajaana is 
not directly and completely the upadana, the upadana is 
that product of avidya which has interpenetration with th e 
self. 


Having established avidya as the basis of all our 
activity, Sankara proceeds to declare that the sastra in 
its turn, teaches something with reference to the self as 
apprehended generally. Here one "may say that the acti¬ 
vity ordained by the sastra is not based on adhyasa. To 
put an end to such a false belief, he declares that sastra 
too is ‘ avidyavad vishaya’ when he said - ‘sastriye tu vya- 
vahare yadyapi buddhipurvakari na viditva atmanah para 
loka sambandham adhikriyate’. 

The sastra proclaims an adrishta (unseen) object as the 
goal to be realised through an act. There cannot be any 
activity regarding a sacrifice etc. One does not know 
bow he will enjoy the consequences in the world to come. 
There should be the knowledge of the self’s relation to the 
other world. Otherwise no activity is possible. Taking 
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this contention - as a convenient one, the Carvaka now 
raises an objection^ 

Object Ion : The injunction is a codana (instigation) 
and it commands thaj; an act should be done for a specific 
end. The self that will have a relation with another body, 
cannot be had from the ‘phala codana’ - instigation caused 
by an idea of the result. Why does the ‘phala codana * 
not involve or imply such a self ? If this question is asked, 
you have to reply whether it is the ‘pasvadi phala codana 5 
(result of obtaining cattle as the instigator of the svarga- 
di phala codana’ that implies this self. It cannot be the 
former - One performs the ‘karinyadi 5 rites and as a con¬ 
sequence may obtain animals even in this life. It cannot 
also be the latter. When we speak of svarga (heaven) as 
the end, you cannot prove that svarga is a different world. 
You can only say that it stands for happiness; and this 
does not make out the relation of the self to another body 
necessary or essential. Either way you cannot get at such 
a self. 

The same result would follow even in hiaiyyamika 
codana, (instigation of an absolute law) and ‘naimittika 
codana 5 (instigation under specific conditions). When the 
phala codana itself is unable to imply a distinct ‘bhokta 5 , 
these codanas are completely weak in implying it. Such 
'phala 5 is directly experienced as ‘sukha-prapti, and c dukha 
nivritti 5 . The Bhatta cannot speak of the ‘phala 5 L for 
‘naiyyamika codana 5 . Even the ‘prayascitta codana 5 does 
not involve such a self since this act has a direct resul 

t 

here and now in so far as the defect is said to be removed. 
And it is possible to experience here itself the 'dosha 
phala 5 viz., sorrow. 
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When certain crimes are committed, one is said to be 
born in certain ways and forms. The result is the conse¬ 
quence of the present crime; and the consequence is only 
sorrow which can be undergone in this life itself. 

Further, certain rites do not appear to give any visible 
results. Thus in ‘karinyadi’ rites,, one ought to obtain 
them, and this is traced to some defect in the performance 
of the ancillary rites. The same explanation can be extended 
to all performances. And with the help of the ‘mantras’ 
and ‘oshadhis’ (medicines) we may develop this body so 
well that all the pleasures of ‘svarga’ can be experienced 
in this life. 

Hence there is no use in having a knowledge which is 
said to give us the self as being different from the body. 

Reply : The* Mevatadhikarana’ establishes the vali¬ 
dity of mantra etc; and as such the Mimamsaka admits the 
‘svargadiphala’ which is experienced or enjoyed by the body 
in a specific place and at a specific time. The specific place 
is ‘mer uprishthadih’. The specific time is after the bodily 
death. The specific body is the ‘taijasa’ one. It is on this 
basis that we have said that the c sastra vyavahara* involves 
pramatritva etc- viz., the self which appears in adhyasa. 
Through an exhaustive enquiry into the ' c codana\ Sahara 
has come to accept a self which is distinct from the body. 
And only such a self would make possible the npabhogya 
svargopalabdhi’ (enjovable heaven). 

Objection : This is inconsistant with Sahara’s own 
other statements where he rejects the validity of mantra 
etc. Even without requiring the validity of mantra etc, 

41) 
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purely from codana he wants a self which should be differ¬ 
ent from the body. For, Sahara establishes the self only 
from codana because his purpose was only ‘karma nir- 
naya\ If the codana does not involve a self distinct from 
the body, it is futile to establish such a self. And Sahara’s 
purpose was the ‘nirnaya’ (determination) of only the 
‘vidhivakyartha’ (meaning of the injunction). As such he 
chnnot establish a distinct self on the basis of the vali¬ 
dity of the mantra etc. 

Reply : Sahara’s work was the enquiry into the nat¬ 
ure of the vidhis (injunctions). Even he has established such 
a self purely becaus e the self is implied in the vidhivakyas 

Objection : -If the self is implied by the vidhis, then 
there ought to be an aphorisn on the self. This is anape- 
kshita (not intended) and asutrita (not given in an apho¬ 
rism). 

Reply : There is an aphorism ‘Badarayanasya anape. 
kshatvat’. This aphorism gives the need for establishing 
the self. And through the validity of mantra etc. it is also 
‘parmparya sutrita’. The first aphorism is athato dharm 
jijnasa where we have the pratijna (declaration of the aim- 
that this system would enquire into the nature and mean¬ 
ing of the vidhis. Later in the ‘autpattika sutra’ is establi¬ 
shed the ‘apaursheyatva’ (revealed nature) of the veda s 
which necessarily implied the validity ‘svatah pramanya’ of 
the Vedas. Since the Vedas include also the ‘mantra’ por¬ 
tion, their validity also is implicitly given in aphorisms 
Thus even the ‘svarupa vakyas’ become self-valid. 
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And the atma vicara given by ‘Sahara is based on the 
validity of the existent object (bhuta artha); and it is not 
based on the codana samarthya. 

Objection : How do you come to know this ? 

Reply : It is from Sabara’s own words— “Codana 
hi bhutam, bhavantam, bhavisyantam, suksmam, vyava- 
hitam, vipralrishtam ity evam jatiyaka^ artham saknoty 
avagamayitum”. Codana gives us a knowledge of all 
these. Bat codana being an act, it cannot directly give 
the knowledge of these. Hence we ought to say that this 
‘bodhakatva’ is through the ‘seshabhuta mantras’ etc. As 
such Sahara undertook the atmavicara on the basis of the 
validity of mantra etc* 

Objection : According to you, the validity of the 
‘svarupa nishtha vakyas’ (statements of facts) would be 
implied by the *autpattika sutra’. Their ‘pramanya’ too 
ought to have been discussed there by Jaimini. 

Reply : Through Sabda we get the ‘svarupa avagama’ 
(apprehension of the nature). Is this svarupavagama valid 
in the case of the self which is ‘Codana sesha bhuta’ ? or 
in the case of an independent self ? Is it ‘akhandartha’ or 
‘samsrishtartha’ ? These questions cannot be touched by 
Jaimini and Sahara, even though Jaimini has implied the 
validity of the vedantic texts in that aphorism. Yet the 
purpose on hand was only the ‘vidhivakyartha nirupana’ 
(determining the import of injunctions) for Jaimini. These 
questions about the ‘svarupavagama’ are of no use here and 
hence they are left out in ‘dharmajijnasa’. 
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You cannot argue that even though Jaimini is busy 
with the enquiry into Dharma he ought to discuss the nat¬ 
ure of the self because it is implied by the Vidhivakyas 
For, such an enquiry would be futile here. 

Objection : How do you say that it is futile here, 
since Dharma foo requires a self which ought to be distinct 
from the body. 

Reply : It is not mere dharma that requires such a 
self. It is only the ‘phala 9 (result) which wants that self 
and Jaimini is not concerned with the ‘phala vicara’. 

Objection : But there is ‘phalapeksha 9 even for 
dharma. ‘Dharmopadesa’ cannot be ‘nishphala* (useless), 
and the phala is inevitable at some time in the future. Such 
a phala is impossible in the absence of a distinct self. As 
such an enquiry into the nature of the self, is necessary. 

Reply : Since this has been done in Uttara Mima- 
msa by Badarayana, it was not undertaken by Jaimini. 

Objection : But Badarayana's enquiry refers only 
to Brahman and not to the ‘codanaphala’. 

R e Pty : Jaimini *s enquiry establishes svarga which 
is enjoyed by another body. This ‘svarga bhoga’ necessita¬ 
tes an enjoyer who should be different from the e Karya - 
karana sanghata 9 (gross body). 

Objection : Since we are able to establish the sel 
through, the ‘vakya paryalocana’, it is not necessary for 
Badharayana to undertake this enquiry into the self. 
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Renlv * Brahman or self is an existent and existing 
cntity^That can be established only by a different pram- 
ana. Mere vakya cannot establish it or its nature. 

’Objection : If such a distinct self is ‘pramanantoa 
yogya’ (to be established by another means of knowledge) 
l means .hat no pramana can establish .t. Then why can t 
you take the body alone to be the self ? 

Reply: ‘Pramanantara yogyatva’ only means that a 
pramana like sabda can give an erroneous cognition. 
SES. obiec. of experience and 

finally establish it. On the other hand an “ 

inconsistent object may be given by sabda as m 

nndtrjc a separate enqoiry to have the 'virodha panhaxa 
phala’ .result by resolving contradictions). 

Objection : Then even without the ‘virodha parih- 
ara’, there can be established the validity (pramanya). 

Reply : Even if the self as distinct from the body is 
not establish the validity for the ‘phaladi ccdanas m th 

absence of a distinct self which excludes the bo y _ 

such Sankara says-“Sastriye tu vyavahare.adhiknyate . 

Ohiection : In the Devatadhikarana both Jaimini 
and Sabara have explicitly stated that there is no ‘mantradi 
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pramanya’ as far as the devatas are concerned. Then how 
can you accept that validity which is only implied else¬ 
where ? 

Reply : In that adhikarana (topic) the aim is a 
different one. If the devata has a form like ourselves it 
ought to be bodily present at the sacrifice when it is invok¬ 
ed. If it is not apprehended as being present* there will 
arise ‘karmanusthana lopa’ (lapse in the performance of the 
rite). To ward off such undesirable consequences there we 
are given to understand that the devata has no shape etc 
The adhikarana does not make out any ‘apramanya for the 
devatas. Moreover, the non-vidhis,like the ‘arthavada 
Jingas’ (laudatory statements) too are quoted in the 12 
chapters of Jaimini as being texts having a ‘pramanya*. 

It is only such a self which is distinct from the body 
that is required in the ‘sastriya vyavahara’ outlined by 
Purva mimamsa. So Sankara says - “Tathapi na vedanta 
vedyam...’* Here we have (i) ‘kartranvayaXsyntactical rela¬ 
tion with the doer) - of the form - ‘mayeda-m anustheyam* 
(this is to be performed by me); ii) ‘adbikaranvay a* 
(relation with the proper agent) of the form-^madabhilash- 
ita sadhanam idam (this is the means of realising my 
desire); and (iii) ‘bhoktranvaya’ (relation with the enjoyer) 
of the form - £ m amay am niyogah* (this is my duty). These 
three are rejected or negated in the real nature of the self. 
The self is an ‘asamsarin’, has nothing to do with ‘adhik- 
ara% and is not a c bhokta\ 

“The ‘Sastriya vayavahara’ does not require the c asam- 
saryatmatvam’ as its ‘adhikarin’ (proper subject), because 
such a self is useless here and is also not an ‘adhikari’. By 
‘asanayadyatitam* is meant that ‘atrna tattva* which is free 
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from the wheel of life. Hunger and thirst overtake the 
living and cause them unhappiness and restlessness; and 
when they are quenched they feel happy. But the self is 
eternally free from these. It is free from all differences of 
caste etc Prior to the having of such vijnana or self-know* 
ledge, whatsoever activity is ordained for us by the sastra 
that activity would render that sastra to be ‘avidyavad 
vishayatva* only. The activity ordained by the sastra is 
based on the conception of the I which is the product of 
avidya. Prior to the realization of the meaning of senten¬ 
ces like ‘Tattvamasi* (that thou art), all the activity that is 
ordained by sastra, is only of the nature of avidya. It 
does not cease to have such a nature. 

Objection : How can the knowledge of the self as 
that which is distinct from the body, coexist with adhyasa ? 

Reply : The knowledge is a mediate one while adhy¬ 
asa is immediate. An immediacy can be sublated only by 
another immediacy. Some others explain the doubt by 
pointing to the coexistence of the knowledge of one moon 
with the cognition of two moons. 

Others would argue this : The subtle body is the 
product of atma avidya. Now the product is different from 
and is also identical with the cause. Such a subtle body is 
always seen to have a samsarga with the gross body, like 
the fire in the ball of iron. Thus here we find that the gross 
body is different from and yet is identical with its cause. 
This explanation may be taken up. 

In any way it is only immediacy that can put an end to 
adhyasa. Hence Sankara has declared that the pramanas 
and the sastra are of the nature of avidya. 

Here ends the Pramana Bhasya. 



328 


Panchapadika 


It is not only perception, inference and implication 
that establish adhyasa; but there is also agama (scripturaj 
testimony). The agama provides injuctions for the adhi» 
karin; whom it explicitly called Brahmana etc. and whom 
it describes in terms of his age, asrama etc. In so doing 
it accepts the ‘cetanacetan adhysa’ as the basis of the acti¬ 
vity it ordains. In ‘Brahmano yajeta’ (that Brahmana is to 
perform the sacrifice) we have the ‘anatmadhyasa*. on the 
self. ‘Ashta varsham brahmanam upanayita’ involves s var- 
nadhyasa’ (superimposition of caste) and c vayo' dhyasa’. 
Likewise there are injuctions involving the adhyasas of 
asrama, avastha (state), jivana (profession) and the like. 

Thus having shown the ‘sadbhava’. (posibility), defi¬ 
nition, and ‘pramana’ of adhyasa, Sankara recalls the 
definition in the words — ‘at asmins tad buddhihV* What is 
the ‘Yushmad artha’? and in what ‘ayushmad artha* is there 
adhyasa ? In presenting this wisely and rationally Sankara 
states that the c Yushmadartha* is the atadartha* the not-that 
which is adhyastaon consciousness which is the not-this.The 
apprehension of the not-this as this is called adhyasa. Here 
we have the Yushmad arthavabhasa’ which we take to be 
the* ‘asmad arthava bhasa’. This is the ‘itaretar adhyasa’ 
(super-im os ition of one on another.) 

This is illustrated next. 

, The order in which these adhyasas are stated and ex¬ 
plained in Panchapadika have a peculiar order. There 
we have to note that the proceeding adhyasa presupposes 
the succeeding one as its base. Finally the ultimate ground 
is said to be the self. This self is said to be the integration 
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self is said to be the integration of the self and the not-self 
into one single unity, and it is not the pure ‘aham 
pratyaya’. 

Objection : Is the body also ‘adhyasta’, and is it 
not the adhyasa of the dharmas ? 

Reply : Even the dharmin too is adhyasta. Since 
thedhar as have no inherent relation lo the body, it is 
nut the mere body that is adhyasta. As such the word 
‘dharma’ too is employed by Sankara. 

The sastriya vyavahara does not take the mere body 
into consideration, but the dharmas that belong to it. 
Hence the dharmadhyasa (superimposition of quality) is 
more important here than the ‘dharmyadhyasa’. (super- 
imposition of the qualified. 

Objecton : In ‘aham dandT (I have a stick) we find 
a conjuctive relation. Likewise in ‘aham kami’ (I am in 
love) too we have the same relation. Thus kama and 
other dharmas of the antahkarana, which are apprehended 
as having this relation, cannot be adhyasta. 

Reply : No. The antahkarana is that aspect of the 
‘aham pratyayin’ called the ‘vijnana sakti’. Its properties 
are kama and the like-. When the antahkarana is adhya¬ 
sta, these properties cannot escape. These properties are 
present when the antahkarana is present; and they are 
absent when it is absent, as in deep sleep. This agreement 
and difference shows that as the properties of antahkarana 
they are adhyasta. 

42 ) 
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Obj w ction : But these are the properties of the self. 
They are active through the antahkarana which is its 
karana. As such they are present or absent when their 
karana is present or absent. 

Reply : No. That which is ‘karya’ (caused) is depen¬ 
dent on its cause (karana); and there is no rule that the 
effect is dependent on the cause. Instead of assuming a 
‘karana’, it is easier and better to assume an ‘upadana’. 
Moreover there are ‘karanas’ like the eye etc., and these "do 
not allow us to accept the antahkarana as their karana 
(instruments) but as their upadana (material cause). 

Objection : But in ‘aham kami’ which is a direct 
experience, we do find the self to be the upadana. 

Reply : If the relation between the ‘aham’ (I) and 
the danda (stick) exists also between the ‘aham’ and ‘kama’ 
(love), and if the ‘aham’ is said to be the upadana, then 
there ought to be the relation of ‘tadatmya’. As such we 
ought to say ‘aham kamah’ (I am love). Hence reasoning 
and imference through agreement and difference compel us 
to treat the ‘antahkarana’ as the ‘upadana’ for ‘kama’ and 
other ‘dharmas’. ‘Antahkarana’ means ‘ahamkara’, the 
f ahatn pratyayin’, Because it has the ‘pratyayas’ called 
*kama’ etc., it is called ‘pratyayin’. This antahkarana 
is ‘adhyasta’ on the ‘pratyagatman’ who is ‘asesha sva- 
pracara sakshin’ (all prevasive witnessing consciousness). 

The self is the sakshin for the ‘ahamkara granthi 
which is the source of the wheel of life, and which evolves 
|tself into ‘kama, samkalpa, kartritva’ etc. The sakshin 
is non-relational (asangi) and •avikari’; and it is £ hanopa- 
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dana sunyah’ (devoid of receiving or giving). It illumines 
the antahkarana without being mediated by any. 

Objection : How then does the all-pervasive self 
become as if it were internal ? 

Reply : Consciousness is spread in the body. And 
at the time of citta samadhana (reflection etc) j?we feel as 
if it is inwards. 

Objection : Antahkarana cannot be ‘sakshivedya* 
(known by the witness-consciousness). Now the self, sense 
organs and the object are present together; there does not 
arise the knowledge of the object. The presence of a 
fourth term is required for knowledge. Thus that which 
makes knowledge possible, when these three are present, is 
the antahkarana or jaana (mind). Thus the mind is known 
through arthapalti. 

Reply : No, we can arrive at the mind in a different 
way. Instead of assuming an entity called the mind having 
the ability to give knowledge, it is better to ascribe this 
ability to the self. 

Objection : Then we can establish the mind infer- 
rentially thus; when all the objects are in the proximity tf 
the self there arises the ‘kramakarya’ or knowledge through 
the objects, sense organs etc; and this requires the common 
or ‘sadl^'aiia’ cause for the agent. When many objects are 
in the proximity of the agent there arises only the knowle¬ 
dge of the object. 

When many objects are present before Devadatta he> 
s able to cut a piece of wood only when he has an axe. 
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Reply : This involves the fallacy of anaikantikata- 
The mind functions by having a ‘samyoga’ with the sense 
organ concerned. This samyoga is present in l he activity 
of the sense organ; and the krama here does not stand in 
need of any other cause. When the mind has ‘kramena 
samyoga' (gradual conjunction) with the sense organ, we do 
not notice any other necessary cause. You cannot say that 
there is a necessary cause in the form of ‘adrishta’; for 
when the fruit is falling from the tree, the fruit has a sam¬ 
yoga with the^akasadesa’, and there is no adrishta karana 
in the ‘krama’. You cannot say that in the case of the 
fruit its heaviness is the necessary cause; for, when the eye 
has the contact with the object, there is krama (gradual 
order) present. Adrishta karana is not to be had there; 
and a necessary cause is never an ‘adrishta karana’ in such 
cases. 

Objection: A better inference can be given thus — 
knowledge is ‘the visesha guna that arises in the object, 
when there is the ‘dravyantara samyoga’. This ‘.amyoga’ 
of another substance, without having any inherent relation, 
is the cause required. * 

For, the knowledge that has arisen comes from a real 
(nitya) substance. 

The redness in the atom arises when the atom has the 
samyoga with fire. This tire is the mind, the atom is the 
object, and the redness is the cognition or knowledge 
Hence the‘dravyantara’which has the samyoga with the 

object is the mind. 

Reply : When the self has the samyoga with the 
body and sense organs, we have that non-inhering cause 
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which gives knowledge. Thus arises the fallacy of establi¬ 
shing that which is already known or established (siddha 
sadhanata). You cannot establish the mind from an exami¬ 
nation of dream cognitions; for even in dreams there is the 
samyoga with the body which can fulfil the same function. 

Nor can you establish the mind perceptually. If it is 
a perceptual entity, it ought to have ‘anu parimana' (atomic 
magnitude^; and then like the atom it cannot be cognised 
by any one of the sense organs. If it has ‘ananta parimana’ 
(infinite magnitude), the whole world should have to be 
cognised at the same time in a moment. Even if it has 
‘madhyama parimana’ (medium magnitude) it cannot be 
cognised by the sense organs; for when all the sense organs 
are absent in the dream state, we do find that the mind is 
present. 

We cannot say that there is no ‘pratiti’ or awareness 
of the mind; for we have the experiences like ‘mam mano 
nyatra gatam’ (my mind is elsewhere). Thus by the method 
of residues we have to accept the ‘sakshivedyatva’ for the 
mind. And that there is such a mind is established only by 
agama, and not by inference and arthapatti. 

Objection: That there is the superimposition for 
the self in the aatahkarana etc. has been shown. This is 
impossible. The itaretaradhyasa’ means that the self is 
superimposed on the antahkarana, and that the antahka- 
rana on the self. If both are superimposed, both will have 
to be nrthya (illusory). If both are the grounds, one 
cannot appear as the other. If the ‘this’ is superimposed 
on the self, the self like the mother of pearl should no t 
have any illumination (prakasa). But here you admit that 
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there is the illumination cf consciousness in ahankara. If 
there is the superimposition for consciousness in ahankara 
etc., then the world ought not to be revealed as having its 
basis in ahankara. 

Reply : In every case of superimposition (adhyasa) 
cue object has the ‘samanyavabhasa’ (general appearance^ 
while the other has the ‘viseshavabhasa’ (specific appeara¬ 
nce). Here we have the conscious and the unconscious 
entities. The ‘viseshavabhasa’ of these two makes us 
understand that there is the ‘itaretaradhyasa’ of these two; 
for in superimposition it is only the specific appearance 
that is superimposed. But both cannot be false. The 
conscious entity cannot have any svarupadhyasa in the 
unconscions, for then the latter would no longer be the 
unconscious. So consciousness is a case of adhyasa in so 
•far as it is fused (samsrishta) with the other. The sanmrga 
(conjunction) proper alone is a case of adhyasa here. 

Even though there is the viseshavabhasa, it can be the 
ground since the visesha is not apprehended as the ‘adhish- 
thana dharma’, (property of the locus), but as the property 
of another ground. Hence to reject the conclusions raised 
by the objector, Sankara based his argument on experience 
“Tam ca pratyagatmanam..„ antahkaranadish vadhyasyati” 

Objection : When both the ‘cit’ and the ‘jada’ are 
appearing as the general and particular (samanya viseshat- 
mana), there cannot be any adhyasa. On the other hand 
there is only Samanadhikaranya (apposition) whence the 
expressions like *aham kami (I am in love)]are gauna (meta- 
phonical) expressions. 
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Reply : No. Our experience tells ns that it is not a 
Sauna expression. Our experience does not show that 
there is a *prilhag avabhasa’ (separate appearance) of these 
two entities. 

Objection : In ‘antahkaranadishu’ we find the word 
*adi 5 extending the scope of adhyasa, This isfimpossible an 
The antahkarana is superimposed on pure pratyagatm, 
and this antahkarana is the product of caitanyadhyasa. In 
all other cases, they are adhyasta on the antahkarana 
Thus did Sankara say in the beginning— Tad viparyayena 
vishayinas tad dharmanam ca... yuktam’.jThere are no dhar- 
mas of consciousness that can be superimposed on something 
else. 


Reply; For the caitanyadhyasa we have antahka¬ 
rana as the upadhi. Yet consciousness alone is revealed as 
‘vishayavacchinna’ (conditioned by objects); and the anta*. 
•hkarana is the conditioning medium of consciousness. 
Thus when Sankara speaks of antahkarana in the passage 
referred to has be the ‘pratibhasa’ (momentary appearance) 
in his mind. Where the antahkarana with the body etc is 
adhyasta, it is not as the mere mind but as,the conscious 
mind. In so obtaining an adhyasa, the mind makes the 
body become a subject, agent etc., and it remains concealed 
and unfound, Ii is only the (cidfupa’ (form of conscious¬ 
ness) that is found everywhere in all adhyasa. When the 
body appears as the subject, there is no samanadhikaranya, 
for the body makes the self become the subject etc. In all 
the adhyasas of the body etc., it is only the mind that is 
unique in conditioning consciousness. Sometimes for the 
consciousness the ‘upadhi is required, ^and at other times 
t he upadhi is not required: 
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Objection: Even though ahankara is the other, is 
external to consciousness, there is the appearance of cons¬ 
ciousness in ahankara (caitanya vat sambandha), it is cont¬ 
rary to experience to say that there is no pratibhasa for 
the mind in the body etc. 

Reply : It is imosable for the atheist to maintain the 
‘atmatva bhrama’ in the .body; and he cannot hold the 
"pratibhasa’ of the mind in the body. Those who imagine 
that the ‘cidrupa’ is the immanent continuant (anusyuta) in 
the intellect etc, are only trying to establish the ahankart- 
ritva’ in the intellect, etc., are only tiying to establish the 
ahankartritva” in the n tellect, mind, sense organs, or 
body. That which they accept 'they consider to be eonsL 
ous. In ‘aham manushyah’ etc. consciousness is attribiu 
ted to the body etc. This is possible because of a false 
identification of the body etc with the ahankara grahthi. 
It is only the apprehension of mere consciousness tha- 
makes possible the ‘atmatva vibhrama’ in all entitles, lik @ 
the body ect., 

For the, atheist, however, the aham (I) as the body 
stands for consciousness. In such a case, consciousness is 
adhyasta on the mind; and this specific consciousness is 
adhyasta on the body. Then this specific consciousness 
being now consciousness, there cannot arise any atmatva- 
bhrama. Ahankara being non-different from, consciousnes 
the mind would have to be the self; and we ought to have 
such an apprehension. 

All except the Samkhya argue that the self-has the 
the power (sakti) whereby it becomes the doer and the 
enjoyer, and adhyasa is said to be the cause of only the 
activity for such a self. Mithyajnana gives rise to love? 
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hatred etc., and thus is the cause of activity. But the acti¬ 
vity of the self conceived as being the agent and the en- 
joyer, is the cause of all evil (anartha). As such we cain- 
not say that the mithyajnana is the cause for the activity 
of such a self. This adhyasa is a fact of common experh" 
ence. 

Thus by implication we arrive at the subject matter 
and purpose from the first aphorism. To establish thesfe 
two, Sankara has shown that the ‘abrahma svarupaiva’ of 
the self is of the nature of adhyasa. Destroying the cause 
of such an ‘anartha’ is the purpose. 

Objection: What is. wanted is the destruction of 
"anartha 5 , and not its cause. 

Reply : It is only when the cause that brings it is 
destroyed, there is total or complete elimination or destru¬ 
ction of <e anartha”. 

Objection : This adhyasa is said to be beginning- 
less. If so, how can it be destroyed ? 

Reply : That it is destroyed we have the ‘Sastra- 
pramanya 5 (scriptural testimony). 

Objection : But it is contrary to experience. Even 
though the ‘aham pratyaya* (I-principle) is distinct from 
‘manushyatva’ vbeing human) etc., still the ‘manushyatvaciy 
adhyasa’ is beginningless. As such it cannot be dispelled. 

Reply : It is not ‘anadltva 5 or beginninglessness that 
is the cause of the destruction or non-destruction of the 

43 ) 
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ihyasa. On the other hand, the cause is the proximity 
r otherwise of that which contradicts it. That knowledge 
hich arises from the apprehension of ’brahma svarupa’ 
iven by sentences like ‘tattvam asi’ - such a knowledge 
one can dispel adhyasa. 

We see in the world that the beginningless ‘praga- 
iava’ (prior non-existence) is destroyed when an object 
)mes into existence. The Buddhists admit that the beginn- 
lgless vasana santanas (series of impressions) are destro- 
;d by the four-fold ‘tattva bhavana’. The Naiyayikas ad¬ 
it that there is dispelled the beginningless flow of mithya- 
ana, and that even the blackness of the atom is dispelled, 
tie Samkhyas recognise that the beginningless non-h discri- 
.ination is destroyed by discrimination. The Mimamsa- 
is say that the beginningless ‘pragabkava’ of the ‘dharrna 
Lttva jnana’ too is destroyed. 

Objection : In all these cases, the beginningless 
-bhava’ (non-existence) is only a negative entity. But 
>ur adhyasa is a positive entity like the self. As such it 
m not be destroyed. 

Reply : But this ajnana (nescience) is of the nature 
’ ineplic ability. Hence even though it is beginningless 
can be dispelled by jnana. There is a specific necessary 
lation of contradiction between ajnana and jnana, where- 
. jnana is the stronger. 

Objection: The destruction of the pot means tha 
remains not in the form of clay, but that it remains in 
5 ‘kapalady avastha’, (in the state of potsherds). It rem. 
ns in its causal form. The kapala avastha’ is its ‘karana" 
.mavayiny’ (inheres in its causal state). Butjajnana is un- 
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caused and it cannot have such a ‘karana samavayiny 
uttaravastha 5 (posterior to the causal inheranoe). Hence it 
cannot be destroyed. 

Reply : If destruction means that the object goes to 
the state immediately succeeding its upadana karana; then 
the qualification-viz. ‘samavayikarana’ (inhering cause) is 
useless. As such one has to admit that ^Brahma svarupa- 
bhivyakti’ (manifestation of Brahman) is the same as ‘avi- 
dya nivritti’. Further if the qualification 4 samavayikarana 5 
is retained then there cannot be the dispelling or destruc¬ 
tion of the blackness of the atom and of the ‘pragabhava’ 
(prior non-existence) as well. 

Objection: Ajnana is different from abhava, like 
the self. Hence it can be dispelled. 

Reply : A counter inference can be given : Ajnana 
is different from *sat\ like the ‘pragabhava'. Hence it 
can be dispelled. 

Objection : Which is the better inference of the 
two ? 

Reply : The second inference is the better since it 
brings out plainly how jnana sublates or contradicts ajnana. 

Objection : Then, even when we know that the self 
is different from the body, the adhyasa does not seem to 
disappear. 

Reply : Adhyasa disappears not because there is the 
knowledge of distinction, but because there is the appre¬ 
hension of Brahman arising from the knowledge of Brah¬ 
man conveyed by the Mahavakyas (conclusive scriptural 
statements). 
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Objection : There is the knowledge of the self as 
being distinct from the body. There is the apprehension 
of Brahman or the knowledge of Brahman. How do you 
say that only the later brings about the sublation of 
^dhyasa? 

Reply : Ajnana that has concealed Brahma rupa of 
consciousness and thus brought about the apparently finite 
§elf, is the beginningless avidya; and it is the cause of the 
‘ahankaradi vikshepa (diffusion of the ego etc.) Now 
Jhrahma Jnana reveals Brahman while destroying this avi¬ 
dya. It is not the absence of the knowledge of the distin¬ 
ction between the self and the body, that is the cause of 
samsara. But the real cause is the non-apprehension -of 
Brahman. That this is the cause we have shown through 
sruthi and through arthapatti. As such ajnana (or avidya) 
is dispelled by ‘taffva jnana’ (knowledge of the real). 

Objection : Jnana can dispel only ajnana. How 
can it dispel adhyasa ? 

Repiy : Ajnana is the cause and its product is the 
adhyasa which makes the self appear as the agent, subject 
etc. Now, when the cause is destroyed, the cause disapp¬ 
ears along with its products or effects. 

Objection : Now the ‘aham pratyaya’ also is essen¬ 
tially of the nature of Brahman. How is it that does not 
dispel ajnana ? 

Reply : Because it does not appear, or it does not 
manifest itself, as having the nature of Brahman. The 
‘ahampratyaya’ is beginningless and coexists only with the 
beginningless ‘karyakarana’. Here we do not find any 
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relation of contradiction between the ‘abam pratyaya* and 
the body etc., As such mere svarupa viveka (knowledge 
of discrimination) cannot put an end to adhyasa. 

Objection : Adhyasa may not be dispelled by the 
knowledge that the self is different from the body etc.* 
Yet there arises a knowledge from the enquiry and thj 
knowledge, which is adventitious (agantuka), may be taken 
to put an end to adhyasa. 

Reply : If the jananantara arising from the enquiry 
is inferential, it is a mediate knowledge and hence is of no 
use here. If enquiry means only logical reasoning (tarka), 
it is no longer a ‘pramana jnanak 

Prayojana Bhashya : 

Objection : The purpose of the sastra is not the 
dispelling of the evil (anartha); but it is the realization of 
the incomparable Brahmananda. Brahman is spoken of in 
the srutis as being ‘niratisayanandanf (absolute beatitude). 
And Brahma vidya is the means of realising Brahman. This 
meaning is gathered from passages like - “sa yo ha vai tat 
paraman brahma veda brahmaiva bhavatik Hence the pur¬ 
pose ought to be declared as the realization of ‘niratisaya 
sukha”. 

Reply : It is true that it is said that the realization of 
this is the fruit of Brahma vidya which arises from the 
sastra. In the same way, it is also said that the dispelling 
of evil too is the fruit of the same. We have passages like 
* c tarati sokam atma vif, and c Ju$htam yada pasyanty 
ajnisam asya mahimanam eti, vita sokam if. Here we hear 
of the destruction of the very origin or source of evil. 
Can’t this be a ‘prayojana (purpose) ? 
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Objection : Then the complete or entire ff phafa 9 
should be mentioned* not only a part of >t. Since both 
these results are termed in the sruti and since both are de¬ 
sired by us, let both be the prayojanas. 

1 Reply : The realization of bliss is implied in the 
subject matter; and when we say that ‘brahmatmaikatva’ is 
the subject''matter, we imply the realization of bliss. Now 
the ‘prayojana’ can be only that which is desired; and what 
is desired here is “anartha hetu nivritti” (cessation^of the 
eause of evil) which results when we realize the bliss called 
Brahman. Anandavapti is only ‘artha siddha’ and as such 
it does not merit a separate mentioning. 

The Brahma svarupata prapti is of the nature of bliss 
md it is accepted as constituting the subject matter. 

Objection : Let the subject matter be the identity 
>f Brahmam and the self. But let the realization of bliss 
>e stated as the ‘prayojana’, 

Reply : No. The realization of bliss does not fall 
mtside of realisation of identity of Brahmam and the self. 
;f it falls outside, the realization of bliss can be stated 
separately. The ‘Brahmatmata’ itself is the ‘ananda 
>rapti\ 

Objection : Even the ‘avastha nxvritti’ can be taken, 
is subject matter of the sastra. 

Reply : No. The avastha is dispelled along with its 
:ause. This dispelling or destruction falls outside of the 
ubject matter, viz ‘Brahmatma rupah The subject matter 
s the identify of Brahman and the self, while the ‘phala 9 
irises from the realization of this identity. 
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Objection : Then the subject matter of the sastra 
itself-viz., Brahmatmaikatva-, this itself is £ anartha nivrl- 
tti\ As such the destruction of evil need not be taken as 
the ‘prayojana’. 

Reply : But in *tattvam asi’ we do not find the *ana- 
xtha nivrittr as being the subject-matter. 

Objection : This sentence might not give that mea¬ 
ning. But read along with others in that context, that me¬ 
aning would come out. In all the vedantic passages, the 
nature of Brahman is spoken of as that of the self. In so 
doing the < anartha’ is prespupposed to be overpowering 
the self* The plain meaning of the sentence refers to the 
realizing of something positive. Yet Brahman that is 
propounded is the Brahman who is free from *anartha\ 
As such ‘anartha* nivritti’ too is the subject-matter. 

Reply : The esntence is not there to expound the 
nature or meaning of Brahman, but it is there only to ex¬ 
pound the identity of the self with Brahman. 

Objection : This is not so. “The text begins with 
*sad eva somya* and ends with ‘tat satyam sa r atma*. Here 
we find that the passage rejects ‘sa prapancatva’ and pro¬ 
claims the ‘nishpraparcatva’ of Brahman. This Brahmam 
is the meaning of the word ‘tat 5 in the sentence ‘tattvam 
asi’. Since Brahman is transcendental, the passage first 
explains the meaning of Brahman; and then at the end it 
declares that such a Brahman is identical with the self. 

Reply : The ‘nishprapancatva (non-transmigration) 
of Brahman is the subject matter. How can this subject 
matter be thefsame as the dispelling of the ‘anartha’ which 
is there for the self. 
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Objection : [The ‘tvam padartha’ (thou) has the 
samsarga with such a ‘tat padartha’ (that) referred to. 
While rejecting such a samsarga, the passage declares that 
this is the ‘anartha hetu’, called agrahana (non-apprehen¬ 
sion) and anyatha grahana (apprehending otherwise). To 
establish the identity, this sentence rejects the cause of 
‘anartha’. 

Reply : Ultimately, the subject matter is the nish- 
prapancatva of Brahman. It is not the rejection of the prati- 
bhasa of avidya, or of the products of avidya. From the 
apprehension or realization of ‘nishprapanca brahmatmata’ 
we derive by implication both the ‘avidya nirasa’ and the 
‘avidya karya nirasa’ - Such an implied meaning or dedu¬ 
ction cannot constitute the very si bject-matter. For, if 
the ‘avidya pratibhasa’ and the ‘avidya karya pratibhasa’ 
were to be absent, then what is required is that which 
can put an end to this ‘prati bhasa’. And this cannot be 
presented by the sastra. “If ‘Brahmatmavagati and avi¬ 
dya nivritti are simultaneous, this simultaneity does not 
arise from the activity of the word. As such you cannot 
treat the ‘avidya nivritti’ separately as the subject 
matter”. 

Objection : In the erroneous cognition we have the 
‘pratibhasa’ of avidya and of its product, and this is nega¬ 
ted later on. Yet the sentence ‘this is silver’ cannot be 
taken to refer to the non-existent silver. Likewise, the sen¬ 
tence like ‘Tat tvam asi’ might imply the ‘nivritti’ (cessa¬ 
tion) of adhyasa which is the ‘nishprapancatva’. Yet there 
are other sentences like ‘asthulam ananu'; and in these we 
find ‘saprapancatva’ directly and they are actually predi¬ 
cated of Brahman. 
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Reply : That the world is adhyasta on Brahman and 
that Brahman is related to the world - do we apprehend 
through perception ? or through agama ? it cannot be a 
perceptual knowledge since Brahman is not an object of 
perception. 

Yet, one may say, there is the apprehension of the 
world which makes us hold that it is relating to Brahmam. 
But any relation is a relation between^ wo factors or terms. 
When one of the terms is not apprehended, the relation it¬ 
self cannot be apprehended. 

Objection : In the contexts that proclaim ‘nish- 
prapancatva’, we read passages like ‘Idam sarvam yad ayam 
atma’; and these sentences go to show that the world app- 
ars as being adhyasta on Brahman. 

Reply : Yes,'there is the mere appearance (pratibhasa)* 
But such passages are not offered to'those that speak of 
C nishprancatva\ That Brahman is the all-pervasive self 
we recognise when we find that therein is the power (sama- 
rthya) of being the upadana dharama for' everything. The 
prapanea sambandha is obtained from the causal law; and 
texts like ‘Idam sarvam’ should not be construed as giving 
us the knowledge of this causal relation. Hence tl.ese 
texts are not opposed to the nishprapanca vakyas. Further 
there are certain texts negating certain things in Brahman; 
and what these things are, we get from the texto bearing on 
saprapancatva. Because of this ‘ekavakyata* they cannot 
become badhaka (contradiction) for the nishprapancava- 
kyas. 


44) 
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Further the saprapancavakyas 1 make Brahman the 
upadana for everything; and this does not establish the 
*sarvatmabhava’ (omniscience) of Brahman. As such these 
tezts are not able to declare the ‘sarvatmata’ of Brahan. 
They are only supplementary. 

Texts like Tdam sarvam’, have ‘ekavakyata* with the 
‘nishedha vakyas (prohibitions). They cannot give an inde¬ 
pendent meaning. If they can independently convey a 
meaning, we would have the ‘saprapancatva’ (worldliness) 
for Brahman. This* would be devoid of any fpurpose or 
value because only the ‘nishprapanca valcyas’ have a 
purpose. When ‘ekavakyta’ (unified import) is possible, it 
is a fallacy to^split the passages; and when one is said to 
have a purpose or value, its contradictory cannot have any 
purpose or value. 

The nishprapanca vakyas have a purpose or value. 
We do find that the purushartha of the conscious self in 
deep sleep is nishprapancata. Even the sruti corroborates 
this by saying ‘asabdam asparsam arupam avyayam nicayya 
tarn mrutyamukhat pramucyate’. Moreover, we do find 
that ‘saprapancata’ for the conscious self is the cause of 
evil; we do not also hear of any purpose for it. Hence we 
should read these texts along with the negative ones as con¬ 
stituting ‘ekavakyata 5 , so that they are not hiirarthaka’ 

, (meaningless). 

Ob jection : The prapancavakyas may not be capa. 
ble of giving us the cognition or. knowledge. But they do 
have the ‘tat pratiti janakatva’. The former is their anu— 
vadakatva, while the latter is the pramiti. The later being 
. the stronger, it can be a badhaka for the former. 
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Reply : But in so far as it is a ‘badhaka’, it is its 
own badhaka. It negates itself. 

Objection : Though there is no prapancatva, it is 
first propounded, and now you say that it is negated or rej¬ 
ected. This is a useless procedure. For, instead of getting 
into the mind and then washing the fact, it is better to be 
away from the mind. 

Reply : Only by arguing out that there must be an 
upadana for the whole universe, we are 'able to arrive a 1 
Brahman. This Brahman constitutes'the ‘advitiya punish" 
artha’ (supreme end of life). To establish it we have made 
the anuvada of the prapancatva; and then we negate it. 

Objection : But the ‘sarvopadanatva’ itself implies 
the ‘saprapancata pramiti’. 

Reply : No. Saprapancatva is arrived at through 
the ability of srutarthapatti (verbal implication) and this 
stands negated by the immediate utterances of the sruti. 
Sruti is stronger than arthapatti. 

Objection : Then we do not arrive at the saprapan¬ 
cata through the concept of sarvopadanata. 

Reply : It is not so. Till the negation comes, the 
erroneons silver has its ‘pratibhasa’. Likesise .there would 
continue the appearance of ‘saprapancata’ (externality) der¬ 
ived from the ‘sarvopadanatva samarthya’, till its negat¬ 
ion is realized. For, an immediate apprehension can be neg¬ 
ated only by another immediate "apprehension; it is not the 
unapprehended, nor is it the ‘pramiti’ that can be negated. 
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In the upasana portions Brahman is referred to "in 
‘saprapanca vakyas’. But Brahman should not be under¬ 
stood or apprehended as being of the nature of ‘saprapan- 
catva’. Between those passages that speak of ‘nishprapan- 
catva’ and those that refer to ‘saprapancatva’, the latter are 
the weaker. And the vakyas referred to are in the context 
of upasana, whence they cannot contradict the negative 
sentences. For the upasana vakyas refer only to the aro- 
pita rupa. And the Brahman spoken of by the upasana 
need not be real. Moreover this Brahman may be taken 
to be the ‘aropita rupa’ of the real Brahman. The ‘sruti 
vakyas’ (statements of creation) are intended only to esta¬ 
blish the realization of the advitiya Brahman, because they 
are ‘nishedhya para vakyas’. They are to be construed in 
haramony with the purport of the negative passages. 

Hence the ‘nishprapanca brahmatva pramiti’ cannot 
have any contradiction from the verbal or empirical cogn¬ 
ition. 


Objection : The identity of the Brahman and the 
self is the meaning of the mahavakyas. In the cognition of 
the meaning of the sentences the object cognised is this 
identity. As such the self becomes the object. Otherwise 
the identity cannot be apprehended as an object. But we 
cannot have the self as the object since the identity of the 
self who is a samsarin (relational) with Brahman who is 
asamsrain (non-relattional) is an impossiblity. Then, how 
can there be the cognition of the ‘nishprapanca vakyartha’ ? 

Reply : Does it mean that it is impossible for the 
object refered to by the ‘tvam pada’ (Thou) to be identical 
with Brahman ? or Does it mean that there is the impo- 
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ssibility for the ‘tvam pada vacya’ to be thus Identical ? It 
cannot be the former since ‘samsaritva’ (being in bondage( 
etc., cannot be predicated of the ‘tvam pada lakshya (indi¬ 
cated by thou). We do accept the latter. 

Now, the self is spoken of as being the agent etc^ 
(1) Is kartritva etc., inferentially apprehended ? (2) or per¬ 
ceptually cognised ? (3) or apprehended through any other 
pram an a ? (1) Kartritva (being a doer) etc. is not inferen- 
tionally cogn ised since it is directly, perceptually appre¬ 
hended. (2) The pratyagatman is not an object that can 
be directly cognised by the external sense organs; as such 
there can be no ‘bahyendriya pratyakshatvah If it is said 
that the kartritva etc. is cognised through c manasa pratya- 
ksha’ (mental cognition), what is the pramana ? 

Objection : We have the agreement and difference- 
when the mind is present, the self is taken to be in bondage- 
When it is absent in deep sleep, this bondage is not cogni" 
sed (anupalabdhi). 

Reply : No This bondage can be established otherwise 
better. That the self is the cause of the existence of the 
‘kartritvadi prapanca* can be established by agreement and 
difference. It is only the ‘sattakarna* because there is no 
kartritva in its absence. Moreover, in deep sleep there is 
the ‘anavabhasa’ (non-appearance) for the kartritva etc. 
Is this due to the absence of the mind then,or is it because 
kartritva etc., itself is absent. 

Objection : If something h to be apprehended, the 
karana (meaus) is necessary; and the karana is absent m 
deep sleep. 
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Reply : No. For, any ‘pratibliaa’ is due to the imme- 
liate illumination of atmacaitanya, and not due to any 
:arana. 

Objection : The Buddhists and the Prabhakara 
irgue that the ‘Kartritva’, ‘bhoktritva’, love, hatred, happi- 
less, sorrow etc., are there in the self as self-luminous or 
elf-revea ing (svayam,prakasah). 

Reply : Are they separate substances along with the 
elf ? If so, you should admit that there are many subst- 
mces having ‘svaprakasa’. It is better to admit only the 
sva prakas&tva’ (self-luminosity) of the self whence others 
ire revealved. Nor can they be treated as the qualities of 
:he self, for, if they are ‘sva prakasa’, you would have to 
jay that one prakasa guna (property of illumination) gives 
ise to other "prakasa gunas’. And this is absurd. You 
;annot also say that they alone are the ‘prakasa guna 5 '; for 
;he ‘prakasa guna’ as in the case of the sun, does not come 
into existence in its own ‘asrayopadhi’ (ground). 

You cannot also assume ‘svaprakasatva’ (self-lumino¬ 
sity) for ‘kartritva’ etc. because their ‘satta’ involves it. For, 
they can have the ‘prakasa’ since they have the ‘samsarga* 
with the eternal or real self. 

(3) ‘Kartritva (agent-hood) etc., cannot be cognised by 
any other pramana There is no immediacy of thebondage 
for us; and even if there is, you need not assume any other 
pramana save the self. Otherwise it would come into 
conflict with the agatna that teaches ‘nishprapancata’ (non- 
worldiiness). Moreover, the passage ‘Indro mayabhih../ 
clearly shows that there is a‘mithya karana’, viz. ajnana 
for the bondage etc. 
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Hence there is no pramana to show that there is the 
‘prapanca sambandha’ for Brahman. It is apprehended 
only by the sakshin, because it is sakshi siddha. We 
cannot say that the world is ultimately real; for, even a 
false or unreal object is apprehended by the sakshin. 
Hence the nishprapanca brhmatma pramitih* cannot be 
contradicted or negatived by the ‘saprapanca pramiti’. 

The world then appears because it is of the nature of 
avidya. The ‘pratibhasa’ (momentary appearance) of avidya 
and its products has its ultimate meaning only in getting 
itself negaged by the immediate texts. The ‘tattva bodha’ 
(apprehension of the real) arises while it negates the avidy- 
ashyasa’ and ‘avidya karyadhyasa’. They do not come 
one after another, but simultaneous by. 

Objection: If ‘anartha nivrtitti’is not the subject 
matter, how can it be derived from the ‘vishaya vagati 
samarthya’ (ability from apprehending the object) ? 

Reply : (i) Do you mean ‘anartha mirasa’ ? Or 
(ii) the ‘anartha nirasa pratibhasa’ ? 

(i) If you mean only ‘anartha nirasa’ (negation of 
evil), the explanntation is as follows: 

When an object is erroneously apprehended, you 
cannot determine its real nature without rejecting or subla- 
ting (nirasa) it. The sentence that ‘this is sukti’ conveys the 
real nature of the object only while it rejects the ‘atad 
dharma’ apprehended before. The prior apprehension is 
contradicted by the‘tattvabhasa (apprehension of truth) and 
it is also of the nature of avidya being a product of avidya. 
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Consequently the negation of the prior apprehension is 
necessarily implied in the ‘tattvabhasa’. 

Objection : Silver which is the object cognised 
previously, stands ^rejected by the cognition ‘this is not 
silver’. But here we have ‘aham brahmasmi (I am Brah¬ 
man) which is only vastu svarupa nishtha vijnana’ (know¬ 
ledge determined by the object). It does not negate the 
world. It only tells something about Brahman or me, and 
nothing about the world. “How can there be the wipar- 
yasa nirasa’ here, when we do not have any negation and 
any word that stands for the negated ? 

Reply : There are two jnanas that can contradict or 
negate a ‘viparyasa’ - (a) the positive knowledge of another 
entity which is real like the sukti and the self; and by the 
negative knowledge of any entity which is not really there, 
but is only adhyasta. It is the latter knowledge where we 
have the ‘adhyasa nirasa’ that negation should be expli¬ 
citly expressed. No such thing is required in the former 
knowledge; for the knowledge of ihe object implicitly and 
necessarily implies the rejection of the other. And ihere 
is no need for an open rejection of the other. 

The ‘saprapaneata jnana* is the bhava jnana (positive); 
and its ‘virodhi bhavantara jnana' (contradictary knowledge) 
is the knowledge of identity. The latter puts an end -to 
the adhyasa: for, it is itseif capable of negating the former 
implicity. 

Objection : Any activity can go to fulfil only that 
for which it is intended, that to which it refers. It cannot 
go to establish something else even by implication. No word 

Can giva tWO COffnitirmc at a ~ -1- 
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verb can imply a .manifold substances, peities etc.. This is 
aii the function of anuvada. 

Through the srutarthapatti alone we can have the 
apprehension of U rthantara’ (different meaning). 

Objection : But just like the verb we do apprehend 
the ‘vacyatva’ of the substance and the deity. How are 
these to be taken as the meaning of ‘yajati’ through anupa- 
patti ? Why can’t we say that there is only ‘yajaty abhid- 
hcyaiva’ (primary meaning) ? 

Reply : A mere verb can convey only the meaning of 
that which it directly signifies. It can’t give up its meaning 
and directly convey the others. We have to admit the 
‘nantariyakata siddhi* for the substance and deity. 

Objection : The meaning of the sentence is the 
padartha reffered to; while the sublation of the viparyasa 
(contradictory) is not arrived at from the meaning of the 
sentence since it is not the padartha. Then the apprehen¬ 
sion of the sublation can be ‘nantariyaka’. But where the 
negation is immediately conveyed, the affirmative knowle¬ 
dge is not directly conveyed by the sentence. In such a case 
you cannot admit the ‘nantariyakata’ for the knowledge 
of the sublation. In the present context of the self, we find 
that bondage is dispelled by immediacy (aparoksha jnana)* 
Knowledge refers to both directly, and not to one alone. 
Hence you cannot speak of the ‘nantariyakata siddhi’ for 
the other. 

Reply: In ‘paroksha badha’ (Indirect negation) we 
find that the knowledge of the ground is the cause of both 
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Consequently the negation of the prior apprehension is 
necessarily implied in the ‘tattvabhasa 5 . 

Objection : Silver which is the object cognised 
previously, stands Rejected by the cognition c this is not 
silver 5 . But here we have c aham brahmasmi (I am Brah¬ 
man) which is only vastu svarupa nishtha vijnana’ (know¬ 
ledge determined by the object). It does not negate the 
world. It only tells something about Brahman or me, and 
nothing about the world. “How can there be the wipar— 
yasa nirasa’ here, when we do not have any negation and 
any word that stands for the negated ? 

Reply : There are two jnanas that can contradict or 
negate a ‘viparyasa’ - (a) the positive knowledge of another 
entity which is real like the sukti and the self; and by the 
negative knowledge of any entity which is not really there, 
but is only adhyasta. It is the latter knowledge where we 
have the ‘adhyasa nirasa 5 that negation should be expli¬ 
citly expressed. No such thing is required in the former 
knowledge; for the knowledge of ihe object implicitly and 
necessarily implies the rejection of the other. And ihere 
is no need for an open rejection of the other. 

The C saprapancata juana* is the bhava jnana (positive); 
and its fi virodhi bhavantara jnana* (contradictary knowledge) 
is the knowledge of identity. The latter puts an end -to 
the adhyasa: for, it is itseif capable of negating the former 
implieity. 

Objection : Any activity can go to fulfil only that 
for which it is intended, that to which it refers. It cannot 
go to establish something else even by implication. No word 
can giva two cognitions at the same time. As such we 
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should say that the ‘viparyasa nirasa’ (negation of the 
contradictory) alone can put an end to the saprapancata. 
You cannot bring in a ‘bhavantara visbaya’ (a different 
positive entity) as implying the rejection of adhyasa. 

Reply : No. Take the balance. One of the pans is 
raised by the hand; and this automatically takes the other 
pan down. The activity of the hand is not d'rected to the 
lowering of the pan. And yet that act which raises one 
pan also brings down the other. The same is the relation 
between the knowledge of identity and the sublation of 
prapancatva. Here we have the ‘nantariyakata siddhi’. 

Objection : Let the rejection or sublation ’(nirasa) 
of the silver and of the bondage arise simultaneously with 
(nantariyaka) the knowledge of the sukti and of the iden¬ 
tity of the self with Brahman. But how do we know that 
there is this sublation ? How can rhere be the apprehen¬ 
sion of this sublation ? 

Reply : Even that too is ‘nantariyaka’. The self 
has the jnana vyapara with regard to that which it has 
otherwise apprehended. This jnana is brought 'about by 
the word that signifies the truth about it. As the sublation 
arises, so is the apprehension of truth. The cognitions are 
apprehended in the order Brahmaham, aham Brahma, 

(f am Brahma) and ‘naham karta, (I am not a doer) when 
the meaning is understood as ‘Brahman’; then the ‘nantra- 
riyaka sbodiha’"of the form - If I am Brahman, I am not 
a doer. The same procedure or explanation holds good 
of ‘nedam rajatam’ also. 


45) 
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Objection : Why can’t the same sentence give two 
meanings ? 

Reply : No. For, "Iyam suktih, (this is the mother of 
pearl) is a complete sentence which does not have any fur¬ 
ther syntatical relation. This is therefore a more important 
sentence, while the negative sentence like *nedam rajatam’ 
(this is not silver) is only an "anuvadak It is the anuvada 
(explanatory statement) in so far as it is "nantariyaka sid— 
dha 5 from the knowledge of the affirmative sentence. That 
there is the "nantariya pratibhasa* of an ‘arthantara jnana 5 
from an "arthantara jnana’ is generally accepted. The 
Mimamsaka admits that the verb is enough to ^constitute a 
isentence; and from the kriyajnana (cognition of the verb) 
we are able to apprehend the sadhanas (means) required. 
Yet there are other words constituting the ‘itikartavyata’ 
(ancillary activities). They are employed so that other 
objects are not to be taken up. These other words are only 
anuvadakas. Thus they say that t he injunction of ‘yajati* 
\ sacrifices) can and does give the substance, deity and act 
all in one. Others interpret yajna to mean the substance ? 
deity and tyaga. 

Since the verb expresses the act which is the meaning 
of the sentence, the verb is taken to constitute a sentence 
by itself. From the "kriya janana samarfhya’ (cognition of 
the act) itself all the means implied by the act are appre - 
bended; and we do apdrehended that they have the relation 
with the verb. Then the words are intended only to exclude 
those that are not mentioned by them. Thus in spite of 
the apprehension of a unified meaning, these ‘anuvadaka’ 
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verb can imply a.manifold substances, peities etc,. This is 
ail the function of anuvada. 


Through the srutarthapatti alone we can have the 
apprehension of rthantara 5 (different meaning). 

Objection : But just like the verb we do apprehend 
the "vacyatva' of the substance and the deity. How are 
these to be taken as the meaning of ‘yajati’ through anupa- 
patti ? Why can’t we say that there is only ‘yajaty abhid- 
heyaiva’ (primary meaning) ? 

Reply : A mere verb can convoy only the meaning of 
that which it directly signifies. It can’t give up its meaning 
and directly convey the others. We have to admit the 
‘nantariyakata siddhi’ for the substance and deity. 

Objection : The meaning of the sentence is the 
padartha reffered to; while the sublation of the viparyasa 
(contradictory) is not arrived at from the meaning of the 
sentence since it is not the padartha. Then the apprehen¬ 
sion of the sublation can be ‘nantariyakak But where the 
negation is immediately conveyed, the affirmative knowle¬ 
dge is not directly conveyed by the sentence. In such a case 
you cannot admit the ‘nantariyakata’ for the knowledge 
of the sublation. In the present context of the self, we find 
that bondage is dispelled by immediacy (aparoksha jnana)- 
Knowledge refers to both directly, and not to one alone. 
Hence you cannot speak of the ‘nantariyakata siddhi’ for 
the other. 

Reply : In ‘paroksha badha’ (Indirect negation) we 
find that the knowledge of the ground is the cause of both 
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the sublation of error and the ‘nirasa pratibhasa’. The 
same holds good of ‘pratyaksha badha 5 also (perceptual 
negation). 

Take for example the ‘rajatabhava’ (absence of silver) 
It is not apprehended through ‘anupalabdhi’, for the si’ver 
is apprehended directly as the this. Nor does the cogni¬ 
tion of ‘rajata bhava’ arise from the sense contact, for there 
can be no contact of the eye with an absent object. Both 
the silver and its absence are not capable of being cogoised 
by the eye. 

Thus the saprapancatva is -'asabdm (non-verbal) and it 
is ‘avidya vilayamh Hence Sankara separately and distin¬ 
ctly refers to it in ‘asyaanartha hetoh prahanaya...’. 

Objection : If the purpose of Bhrama vidya is the 
sublation or rejection of the ‘anartha’, it is not the ‘vedan- 
tarambha phalah The Vedanta refers only to Vidya and 
not to avidya. Then why should Sankara say— ‘asyanartha 
hetoh prahanaya sarve vedanta arabhyante’ ? 

Reply : The dative in ‘prahanaya’ takes the ‘vidya 
samarthya siddhi’ into considelation. Only through vidya 
that the avidya is destroyed. It does not mean that the 
Vedantas are to be begun for the destruction of the cause of 
evil. It means that the Vedants brings about this result at 
the same time. 

Objection : , Then the purpose of Brahma vidya be. 
ing only the vidya, the purpose of the sastra cannot be the 
sublation of evil. 
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Reply : Between ‘sukha prapti’ (realisation of bliss) 
and duhkha nivritti’(ccssation of sorrow), it is the latter that 
is desired by us. As such the meaning of the sastra would 
culminate in the ‘anarthanivrirti’. 

Objection : Sankara says — ‘vidya pratipattaye’. 
What is this ‘pratipattaye' ? When we have the knowledge 
of an object, the object is other than the knower; and so 
we may have to state separately that the object is to be 
obtained or possessed. But there is no such thing here. 
Vidya has its ground in the knower, and it arises by revea- 
aling the object to him. 

Reply : The knowledge and the apprehension thereof 
are possessed by the knower at one and the same time. 
The way in which objects are possessd is not found in the 
case of vidya. When we say apti (possession) we mean 
the immediacy of the object and of the cognition or know¬ 
ledge. But in the case of vidya it is otherwise. 

Even if vidya has arisen it may not have any pratis- 
htha’- (it may not be firmly rooted in its immediacy). For 
this vidya has the object that gives room for asambhavana 
(doubt) and ‘viparita (contrary) bhavana’. By vidya is 
meani that valid cognition (pratnanajnana) which arises 
from the word wherein there is the co-operation of sakti, 
tatparya and vicara. The pratishtha it is to have only 
means that it should have the ‘aparokshya’ with its own 
object. Such an immediacy is prevented by ‘asambhavana’ 
(impossibility) and ‘viparita bhavana’. The former is the 
impossibility of having ihat concentration which can bring 
about the ‘brahmatata bhava’. The latter is the domination 
of the ‘sariradhyasa’ etc. When we overcome these two 
we have the vidya pratipatti (apprehension of knowledge). 
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Objection : The Vedanta is said to be the cause of 
the ‘aparoksha prama* (immediate experience). How can 
there be the ‘aprasitatva’ for Brahma vidya ? We have 
two types of ‘Cittadosha’ viz. e asambhavana’ and ‘Viparita 
bhavanak Then we cannot have any 4 aparoksha niscaya’. 

Reply : But consider the example. Take the ‘ardra 
mariciphaJa’. We may have seen it in its dried up state. 
This wet one is at a distance; and we have no samskara 
(impression) of any previous cognition of this object. On 
the other hand there may be a ‘viparita samskara* present- 
Then even though the object is immediately present we are 
unable to determine it. There does not arise the real 
‘aparoksha niscaya’, which is free from error and doubt* 
Likewise true knowledge arisess as if it is not 'pratishthitaL 
For its ‘svatupa pratishtha' it takes the aid of tarka. 

Objection : How can that which is not determined 
by pramana, be determined by tarka (logic) ? 

Reply : Tarka is only the ‘anugrahaka 5 (subsidiary) 
to the pramanas. It is only an auxiliary to all the prama- 
nas. It is present in ail of them as an aid. And it is well 
known that when the sahakarins (anxillaries) are present* 
we obtain the required result. 

Objection : If tarks too is a valid means, how can 
you have two pramanas to have the ‘artha niscaya’? If it is 
not a valid means of cognition, its aid is unnecessary and 
even faulty. So, what is tarka ? 

Reply : Tarka means expedient reasoning. 

Objection : But yukti (expedient reasoning) is only 
a synonym of tarka. 
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Reply : Even though tarka is not a pramana, it is 
a sahakarin because it is a necessary feature or element in 
all. Tarka is the principle whose nature is to distinguish 
the possibility and the impossibility of the truth conveyed 
by the pramana, sakti, and vishaya. It is the principle that 
finds out the possibility or otherwise of their truth; and it 
h not of a ‘niscaya rupa* (form of determining). 

Pramanya vicara as established in Purva Mimamsa; 

(1) The samkhyas argue that both the validity and 
nonvalidity of cognitions is internal or self-dependent, 

(2) The Nyaya argues that both validty and non¬ 
validity are external or dependent on something else. 

(3) To the Buddhists, validity is external or depend¬ 
ent on something.else, while non-validity is internal. 

(4) To the Vedavadins only the validity is internal, 
while non-validity is ex'ernal. 

(1) The first view is untenable because it involves 
a self-contradiction. The same cognition would have to be 
both true and false. 

Objection : Due to the difference in the. ‘jnana 
samagri vyaktis’, we can distinguish validity from invali¬ 
dity. If the jnanasamagri is not aided by any defect, it 
gives a valid cognition; otherwise we have an invalid 
cognition. 

Reply : Yes, this explains how the valid and the 
invalid cognitions arise. But as apprehensions they do not 
differ from one another, the same cognition would have to 
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be both resulting in the absence of any activity. Further, 
if the distinction between the valid and the invalid is imm¬ 
ediately or directly apprehended, this problem itself cannot 
arise. Whether there is difference or absence of confused 
mixing between the pramana vyakti and the apramana 
vyakti, there cannot be any distinction between the activi¬ 
ties. The pramana jnana and the apramana jnana are 
directly the causes of activity. As such they should be 
known if we accept that both are ‘svatah* (self-valid). 

(2) The second view also is faulty. Only when there 
is knowledge 6 you can discuss their validity or non-validity. 
This knowledge is devoid of any such distinction; and such 
a knowledge cannot be apprehended. There is no knowle¬ 
dge which is neither valid nor non-valid. 

i) Is validity known externally ? ii) or is it not 
known ? In the former alternative ia) is it known 
through ‘karanaguna jnana*' ? or ib) through c artha 
kriyasamvada jnana’ ? 

It cannot be (ia). If it is apprehended to be valid 
because it arises from the Parana guna\ then to establish 
the validly of the c guna janyatva jnana’ we require another 
such ‘gunajanyatva jnana’. In this way we are led to a 
regress. If the validity of the c guna jnana’ is not establis¬ 
hed, there cannot be any activity; otherwise even without 
this 4 guna jnana, the first jnana must lead to activity. 

Does validity arise as per the emergance of know¬ 
ledge ? or along with knowledge ? It cannot be the for¬ 
mer, since jnana being momentary, it does not exist when 
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The pratibhasa is the same whether it is true or untrue 
knowledge. And prior to the understanding or apprehen¬ 
sion arising from the ‘caksur adiguna’, there is no deter¬ 
mination of validity and as such there can be no activity. 

Now, validity is said to arise from the contact of the' 
sense organs and the like (caksur adiguna jnana). The 
validity of the latter requires another such and thus we 
face regress. 

In so far as the ‘pratibhasa’ is concerned, the true 
knowledge is not different from the false one. As such you 
cannot say that the ‘guna janyatva” is ‘svatah’ (internally 
valid). 

Objection : In the absence of the guna there is no 
knowledge, and there is knowledge when the guna is pre¬ 
sent. Thus b}i agreement and difference we can make out 
the validity of cognition on something external to it. 

Reply : No, this concomittance refers only to the 
absence of the defects which obstruct validity. There can 
be found in the sense organs no other property save that 
which removes the defect. 

Nor can you say that knowledge and its validity arise 
together at the same moment; one is the cause of the other, 
and the cause must always preceed the effect in time. They 
cannot coexist. 

It cannot be (ib). ‘Artha kriya samavada jnana’ cannot 
determine or establish the validity, for that would lead to 
regress etc. To establish the validity of this *artha kriya 


46) 
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jnana* we should know whether the validity of this ‘artha 
kriya jnana* is external ? or internal ? If it is external, 
it leads to a regress. It cannot be internal also. 

Objection : By ‘sadhana’ we mean the ‘arthakriya 
kari vastu’; and by ‘phala’ we mean the ‘artha kriya’. Now 
Martha Kriya samvada* gives rise to the validity of the co¬ 
gnition of the object (vastu jnanas), and not to the cogni¬ 
tion of purpose (phala jnana', because there is further 
“arthakriya’ or ‘phala’. Hence there can be no regress. 

Reply : If the purpose (phala) has self-validity, why 
not admit the same for the ‘vastu* also ? If tlrs is not 
accepted, the validity of the ‘sadhana jnana’ must be 
dependent on the ‘artha kriya’. And the validity of the 
“artha kriya* will have to be determined by the ‘sadhana 
jnana*. To recognise the validity of one, we have to as¬ 
sume the validity of another. And when validity is esta¬ 
blished, there arises activity; and when activity is there, 
validity is established. This is the fallacy of mutual de¬ 
pendence. 

We cannot say that activity arises to determine vali¬ 
dity; for all cognitions are free from ambiguity or doubt. 

Objection : Activity need not arise in all cases only 
to determine validity. It may so arise only in certain cases. 
In examining silver we proceed through ‘nirikshana’ 
‘dahana’, ‘ciiedana’ and ‘nigiiarshana’ aud thus establish it 
to be silver. 

Reply : In such cases, we have to say that only one 
of these gives rise to the cognition, and that the others are 
intended to reject the obstruction to the cognition. When 
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the first cognition arises, if there are doubts etc., preventing 
a correct knowledge, then the latter cognitions are required, 

(3) The Buddhist view also is faulty. We have only 
the ‘jnanotpattiqmatra prayukta artha vyavahara’. Cogni¬ 
tion as such results in the knowledge of the object. 6 Artha 
niscaya’ (deicimining the object to be such and such) and 
validity are not dependent on anything other than cognition. 
Because of the cause which is aided by the defect, there 
arises non-validity. And since this is subject to negation? 
non-validity is not self-dependent. 

Non-validity, the objector may argue, cannot be said 
to arise from something external to the cognition proper; 
for, non-validity is only of the nature of the prior negation 
of validity. 

This is a faulty argument, non-validity is not the mere 
absence of negation of validity. r ‘Ajnana% ‘samsaya’ (doubt) 
and ‘mithyatva* are the three forms of non-validity; and all 
these are positive. 

Objection : How can non-validity be external for 
the self-valid (svatath pramanasya) ? 

Reply : Heat is the nature of fire; and coldness is 
imopssible, or inconsistent with fire. Yet when the obstru¬ 
ction from a defect is strong as in the case of the gem, 
there can be coldness. It is not at all inconsistent. All 
cognition or knowledge is seen to give rise to activity be¬ 
cause of the self -validity of cognition. This activity would 
continue till the defect is apprehended. Hence validity and 
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its apprehension do not have any reflective nature or other¬ 
wise; and without this apeksha, jnana has self validity and 
is the cause of ‘niscaya vyavahara’. 


Mahavakyasya aparokshya Prayojakatvam : 

Objection : Now if this self-valid knowledge requ¬ 
ires the aid of logic, how can there be *the determination 
of meaning ? The very fact that ‘tarka’ is necessary as an 
aid to the pramanas, is opposed to the self validity of the 
pramanas. 

Reply : No, the self validity of the pramanas is not 
iost, since each pramana by its own inherent power can 
determine the nature of the object. 

Objection : Then what is the use of reasoning ? 

Reply ’ When there is a doubt regarding the impo¬ 
ssibility of the object, the ‘anubhava phala’ does not arise. 
Then tarka comes in to show that it is possible and thereby 
removes the obstacle. Pramana alone brings froth the 
‘arthaparokhsya niscaya’, and tarka dispels the obstacles 
that obstruct this ‘niscaya’. Tarka is not the cause of 
*artha nirnaya’. 

Objection : Let this hold good so far as external 
objects are concerned. It cannot hold good in the case of 
the self, for there can be no obstacles for the self-humino- 
sity of the self. 

Reply: Consider the example, That thou art. Here 
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self does not consider himself immediately to be of the 
nature of Brahman; on the other hand, he takes himself to 
be other than Brahman. As such, even when jnana has 
arisen, he does not have the determinate experience of the 
Brahmatmama bhava. Then comes ‘tarka’ and removes 
the obstacles. If the obstacles are not removed by tarka, 
he cannot have the immediacy-he cannot realize the idem 
tity with Brahman. 

In normal empirical experience we have the immediacy 
of the object in three ways — 

i) The object as. non-different from consciousness, 

ii) Without being mediated by anything else, if the 
object can give rise to its samvit; it is another form 
of immediacy. 

iii) When there is the contact for the object with the 
sense organ which is ‘pramana karana* there is a 
third form. If these three are absent we have the 
inferential and other cognitions where the object is 
mediated. 

The samvits are reflected in the evolutions of the 
mind, the form of the not-self. For these samvite the upa- 
dana is the Brahman who is like the ‘Bimbak As such 
Brahman is the upadana for all samvits. And this would 
make out that Brahman is non-different from samvit. 

It is the nature of the word to give rise to the media¬ 
ted apprehension. Yet it can and does give the knowledge 
of immediacy to the self which is immediate and self rev¬ 
ealing. Now there isja consciousness arising from the ver- 
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bal testimony and having the form of Brahman. This sam- 
vit is different from Brahman, or it arises from Brahman. 
As such at first Brahman too is apprehended immediately. 

Objection : If this is the case, is not the mananadi 
vidhana (reflection etc.) useless ? 

Reply : No. This Brahman appears as if it is the 
other through some ‘bhranti’ (error) which is brought by 
the mind. Two defects aid the mind is having this error 
and they are the inability to concentrate and the ‘viparyasa 
samskara’. Thus the self is (pratibadha) bound (or 
limited)' 

To enable the realization of higher immediacy there 
are ordained yajna, sama, nididhyasana etc. Thereby the 
mind becomes ‘aparokshya niscaya nimittam’. 

Yajna and others put an end to the obstacles of defe¬ 
cts. Sama and others eliminate the defect of a contradic¬ 
tory activity: the activity directed towards the not-self. 

‘Manana’ (reflection) shows an object. There arises a 
‘guna’ of the nature of concentration in this object; and 
that guna itself is a pradipa. As this lamp becomes lumi¬ 
nous it becomes capable of removing (or dispelling) the 
obstacles; and thus it reveals the subtlest Brahman. This 
Brahman is the ‘atma vishaya nididhyasana’ - the object of 
contemplation by the self. As this contemplation is inten¬ 
sified there ^arises a property which is of the nature of deep 
concentration. . 

As the obstacles that have brought about the illusion 
of mediate apprehension (Parokshyavibhrama) are removed. 
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the mind becomes the cause of ‘aparoksh pratyaya’ (imm¬ 
ediacy) through sabda alone. The mind is able to give the 
‘aparokshniseayah It is also generally found that when 
the mind is intemely concentrating, it is able to find even 
the subtlest and slightest entity. 

Here we find that the mind is the sahakarin; and in the 
Tika this position is ascribed to ‘tarka’. The ability to dis¬ 
pel or put an end to the obstacles is the nature of tarka 
too; and as such this ‘tarka* is the same as the mind 
described above. In other words, ‘tarka’ conveys the mea¬ 
ning to the mirror of the mind. 

Tarka puts an end to the impossibility (asambhavana 
and to contrary possibility (viparita bhavana); and such a 
* tarka* is the ‘prathama jnana sadhana* (primary means of 
knowledge). 

The mind then gives the immediacy of Brahman 
through sabda; further in “Tam tvaupanishadam, we 
find the derivative form (taddhita) which states that reali¬ 
zation of Brahman. And only an immediacy (aparokshava- 
gati) can be spoken of as being the true realisation. 

The Vedantas then give rise to the immediate experi¬ 
ence (aparoksh pramiti) with regard to Brahman; and 
tarka comes in only to remove the obstacles. 

Obj ction : But it is the nature of the word to give 
only a mediate apprehension; and the Vedantas take the 
aid of tarka, they become the cause of the ‘aparoksh 
pramiti. Sabda first of all gives the knowledge of Brahman 
as the other. And when there is the aid from the mirror 
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of the mind-which was described earlier-, there arises 
a second knowledge which is immediate. The taddhita in 
the passage noted above shows that sabda and other things 
have their power of application (vuiiyoga samarthya) in 
immediate apprehension. As such mere tarka would not 
do. The contact of the eye with the object first gives 
a perceptual knowledge; and when the samskara of this 
experience aids us we are latter able to have recognition. 
You cannot say that the mediate knowledge about the 
*svapra lcasa Brahman is an erroneous one; for, even though 
the samvedana of another is ‘svayam prakasa’ still it is 
mediately apprehended through inference. 

Reply : Whether we accept the contention of the 
objector or hold to our own, the result is the same. The 
word ‘pratipatti* (apprehension) does not conflict with 
‘vidya\ In both the views, immediacy is obtained through 
a ‘prayatna 5 (effort) on the part of the mind. Hence it is 
but propet to use the word ‘pratipatti.’ Before tarka has 
fread the mind from all obstacls, vidya might have 
arisen from the Mahavakyas. Still it appears as if it is 
not obtained (anavapteva). 

What then are the sahakarins with the help of which 
the ‘sabda pramana* gives us immediacy ? To this Padma- 
pada replies-The avapti prakara (mode of apprehension) 
has been shown in the Vedantas and it refers directly to 
the ‘anubhava phala’. Here we come across e Sravana\ 
‘manana’ and ‘nididhyasana’. And this school of Vivarana 
takes ‘sravana*, to be the ‘anghT (princepal one) and the 
others to be its ‘angas’ (subsidiaries). 
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Sravana vidhi : 

Objection : How can you make ‘manana’ and 
‘middhyasana’to be the ‘angas’ of ‘sravana’? Sabda 
(word) has sakti and tatparya. Such a Vedanta sabda gives 
the knowledge of Brahman and sravana gives the apprehe¬ 
nsion of Brahman. This apprehension is awakened in the 
self. Then arises ‘manana’ 'which brings the consideration 
(paiyalocana) of those ‘upapattis (arguments) that are 
necessary for the contemplation (sambhavana) of the object. 
Sabda pramana and yukti sambhavana thus establish or 
determine the object. Yet, to have the absolute concentra¬ 
tion of the mind on this one object there arises ‘nididhya- 
sana\ Thus ‘sravana’ and ‘manana’ go to help ‘nididhy-* 
asana’ which alone can be the ‘angin’ since it alone directly 
brings about that immediate experience. 

Reply : Even here you admit that the knowledge of 
Brahman arises from the word which has ‘sakti’ and ‘tatpa- 
ry&\ The word then first gives the knowledge of Brahman 
as the other; and when the mind is purified by the other 
two samskaras, there is said to arise the immediate experi¬ 
ence. This may be immediately proceeded by nididhyasana; 
Yet the ‘aparoksha jnana’ has arisen directly from the 
apprehension of the word. As such we have to say that 
‘sravana’ is the most important, is the ‘angin’; and that the 
other two are required as bringing abgut the ‘phala’ or 
experience proper. They aid in the realisation of the 
‘phala’. They are ‘phalopakari angas.’ 

Objection : Even in the emergence of the ‘aparo¬ 
ksha phala’, why cannot the other two be the^ angas of nidi- 
47 ) 
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dhyasana; for all the three are (practically) identical iti 
being ‘sannipaty opakarakas’. In ‘Darsa purna masa’ we 
have the angas all of which are equally important (samaj 
pradhana). The same will hold in the present case also. 

Reply : The word is ‘Sakti tatpaxya visishta’ (quali¬ 
fied!^ the power of giving an import). When such a word 
is heard, the word is immediately the cause of apprehend¬ 
ing the object. In this apprehension the word does not 
require the mediation by anything else. For any pramana 
gives only the immediate apprehension of its object. Now, 
‘rnanana’ and enididhyasana’ purify the mind; and in so far 
as they give rise to the intense power of concentration 
they function as the cause of the experience of Brahman! 
Sabda, then, is unmediated (avyavahita) as far as the'phala’ 
is concerned. If this unmediated apprehension- is preven¬ 
ted or delayed, the other two come in as its c aogas ? . 

When the sabda alone at first gives that knowledge 
which is the ‘phala’ of the immediate experience, there are 
Still the ‘bhranti vikshepa samskaras’ (impressions causing 
a plurality of illusions) in the mind. Because of these 
*doshas’ we erroneously apprehend the aparokshanubhava 
phala’ (immediate experience) as the aparokshanubhava 
phala' (mediate one). Then ‘manana’ and ‘nididhyasana’ 
are required to put an end to these ‘doshas’ that prevent 
that immediate experience. Thereby they go to confirm the 
‘aparokshaphala’. Consequently they are the ‘phalopakar* 
yangas* of sabdapramana’. 

You cannot say that nididhyasana alone without the 
sabda karana*, can give that immediate experience; for it 
has no validity (pramanya). 
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Objection : Immediacy is of the nature 'ofBrah- 
mata arrived at from the apprehension "of the word. 
Through this we can establish the ‘pramanya’ of nididhya- 
sana. 

Reply : No. Already knowledge has arisen from 
one pram ana and we have arrived at the ‘vishayasadbhava’? 
and then we are asked to admit another pramana which is 
dependent on this. It is better to accept only one having 
the power to give immediate experience. If two pramanas 
are to be accepted, jnana would not have self-validity. If 
sabda alone is accepted it would have self-validity. Hence 
it is proper to treat, ‘manana’ and ‘nididhyasana’ as the 
‘phalopakarya angas’ for ‘sravana'. 


JIVANMUKTI : 

Objection : Even Brahmaparoksha jnana cannot 
bring about the dispelling or destruction of ‘anartha’; for 
even when it is there we find the continuance (anuvritti) of 
‘samsara*. This is incompatible as soon as there is that 
immediacy, the body must be left behind. 

Reply : But we have shown that ‘tattva jnana’ is 
different from the knowledge that the self is different from 
the body. 

Objection: It is true. Yet there is no difference 
from the standpoint of *phala\ Whether there is Tattva 
jnana’ (apprehension of truth) or vyatireka jnana (contrary 
knowledge), in both we find the continuous presence of the 
‘ahankara granthi’ and its consequences. 



372 


Panchapadika 


Reply : No. From the method of agreement and 
difference and from the ‘sastra’ we do find that adhyasa 
.along with its origins is removed by ‘tattvaparoksha’. In- 
spite of the ‘vyatireka jnana’ the samsara (bondage or fini— 
tude) would continue because ‘avidya’ has not ceased to 
be. But when the ‘tattvaparoksha’(immediacy of truth or 
real) arises the entire avidya dosha is removed. Can’t 
such an‘aparoksha jnana’remove the products of aividya 
also ? 

Objection : The apprehension of the self as being 
different from the body etc. is opposed to adhyasa; and yet 
it does not put an end to adhyasa. On this analogy we 
can infer that even though ‘tattvavabhodha’ is opposed to 
adhyasa, it cannot dispel adhyasa. 

Reply : But will the ‘brahmatmavagama’ (experience 
of Bhrahman as the self) arise for the self without at the 
same time sublating or negating the ‘brahmatmanavagama’ 
(apprehension of Brahman as other than the self) 

Objection : The ‘aparokshavagama’ arises for one 
existing with his body and sense-organs. And since the 
body etc., constitute the adhyasa, that apprehension must 
involve the liberation of the self from the body completely. 
Brahmajnana removes the ‘agrahana’ or adhyasa. And 
since the ‘ahankara granthi’ is only the product of adhyasa 
it should cease to be at that very moment. 

Reply : No. Even though ‘tattvajnana’ can put an 
end to the activity of avidya, still there can be the conti¬ 
nuance (anuvritti) of avidya for some time. Even after 
the ‘agrahana’ is removed there is present its samskara 
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(impression) for some time as in the case of the fear which 
continues. The fear is dispelled when the true knowledge 
of the rope comes; and yet the samskara of the fear con¬ 
tinuous and shows shivering etc., Likewise through sam¬ 
skara avidya too continues to be for some time; and thus 
is the cause for the ‘ahankara granthi. 

Objection : There can be a samskara only for an 
act (kriya) or for knowledge (jnana) and none forajnana or 
for its product. 

Reply : No. We do find the samskara of the gandha 
(latent impression) also; and this is not an act, nor a cog¬ 
nition. Further, during ‘pralaya’ we accept that all 
entities remain in the form of their samskaras. Every 
where samskara is inferred to remain when that which 
gives rise to it comes to an end. Moreover, avidya and 
its products are not taken to be the absence of knowledge, 
but to be ‘bhanti jnana’. Even ajnana is *sakshibhasya’; 
and it has thus the jnanabhasa* whence it can give rise to a 
samskara. 

Objection : But a samskara is only the cause of 
memory. How can this give rise to the immediate appre¬ 
hension of the appearance of quality ? 

Reply : We reply that avidya and its products bring 
the dosha for consciousness. The defect that is in the cause 
of ‘aparokshavabhasa' is the cause of ‘aproksha bhrama’ 
and when the self is the ground of avidya, it can be the 
ground of this samskara also. 

Now avidya is the upadana for all its products save 
its samskara. And just as the self is not the upadana of 
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avidya, it is also not the upadana of avidya samskara. Yet 
it is the ‘asrayopadhi’ for both avidya and its samskara. 

Gradually will the samskaras disappear as there takes 
place the anusandhana of true knowledge. Till this arises 
the samskara remains for some time and there takes place 
the ‘videha mukti’ (liberation after the body is dissolved). 
This is not at all opposed to our doctrine. 

One might" interpret ‘samskara’ to mean‘avidya lesat 
on the analogy of ‘tamo lesa’. 


Saguna Brahmopasana (Personal God) 

Objection : All the Vedantas are not begun only 
for the sake of r such a vidya. Some of the texts aim at 
‘krama mukti’, ‘aisvarya’, ‘abhyudaya’, ‘karma samriddhi’^ 
There are the upasana (worship) portions in the texts. How’ 
are they to be explained ? 

Reply: 'The main puport of the Vedantic texts is 
with reference to the apprehension of the ‘nirvisesha 
Brahman’. The passages bearing on ‘sagunopasana’ come 
only by the way and are ‘prasangika’ (incidental). ‘Bra¬ 
hman is the object of the upasana. In order to show tha. 
this Brahman is ‘nishprap mcaka’ and that this Brahman is 
the real nature or form of the self, there should be given 
at the outset that Brahman is the creator etc. oTjthe entire 
universe. Thus at the outset Brahman is declared to be 
‘sarvatmaka’, ‘sarvajna’ and ‘sarva sakti\ 

Objection : If Brahman is established and propou¬ 
nded as ‘nirvisesha’, how does he become the object of per- 
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sonal worship (sagunopasana) ? And how does the world 
get it self related to be dependent on him ? For it is only 
such a saguna Brahman that makes worship possible. 

Reply : According to the maxim-‘adhyaropa apavada 
bhyam nishprapancam prapancyate’, the world etc is 
‘adhyasopita’ and this also makes possible the latter subla- 
tion. As such we speak of Brahman as ‘apakrtasesha pra- 
paneam’ (negation of all finitude). 

In the ‘saprapancatva’ state itself, without sublating Of 
rejecting it in Brahman, upasana has iibeen ordained. In 
this, Brahman is conceived under various conditioning 
media so that he can be worshipped, whereby one may 
realize the object he aims at. 

Objection: Now, if the same Brahman is the obj¬ 
ect here, it might also require the same competant pursuer- 
In ‘Darsa purnamasa’ we have the ‘ap pranayana’ with the 
‘camasa’. But the adhikarin of the yaga may have also 
the desire for cattle in which case the ‘camasa’ is to be 
rejected and the ‘godohana vidbana’ (procedure of milking) 
is to be accepted. Here we find that the. adhikarin for the 
‘appramayana’ is already qualified (adhikrita) in ‘Darsa 
purnamasa’. And he cannot take the ‘camasa’, but only- 
the ‘godohana vidhana’. Likewise the adhikarin for the 
realization of ‘nirvisesha Brahman’ (non-determitate Bra¬ 
hman) will have necessarily to be the adhikarin for the 
‘upasana vidhis’ also. Only a person seeking liberation 
(mumukshu) would have to be an adhikarin for the upa, 
sanas. 
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Reply : Now the ‘appranayana* is already ordained 
in ‘Darsapurnamasa’ and the adhikarin would have to do it 
necessarily. It is not ordainedthe ‘godohana vidhana’ 
but by the ‘prakriti’-viz., the sacrifise. The ‘appranayana’ 
is ‘praptoddesya’. Likewise those desirous of cattle also are 
there. But here what is ordained is that if the adhikarin 
for the sacrifice is also desirous of cattle, he should follow 
the ‘godohana vidhana’ ? 

On the other hand, whether one is a mumukshu or not 
he can arrive at the upasana of ‘saprapanca’ Brahman 
through the sabda. The upasana vidhana has no specific 
adhikarin in mind; and it is the same for both the ‘mumu¬ 
kshu’ and the non~mumkshu. It may be of use to the 
‘mumukshu' also. Bat the ‘mumukshu’ is not given as the 
‘adhikarin 5 here. 

The upasana vidhana, then, is based on the ‘saprapa- 
nca’ Brahman. It is only an ‘asritya vidhanam’. 

The ultimate import of the Vedantas then is with 
reference to NirVisesha Brahman. 

Objection : But there are also abrahmopasanas 
in the Vedantas like the upasana of prana etc. What about 
these ? 

Reply : Even they aim at the realisation of karya 
‘ Brahman; and thus would lead gradually to mukti. The 
sutrakara (aphorist) himself would say this much in the 
aphorism: ‘Karyatyaye tadadhyakshena sahitah param 
abhidhanat’. 
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All the Vedantas are directed to the apprehension or 
experience of brahmatmyaikyavagatva either directly, or 
gradually, on the purification of the ‘antahkarana’. 

MUMUKSHOH PRAVR1TTI (The activity of the 
seeker of Lioration) 

The ‘vishaya’ and the ‘prayojana' of the Vedanta give 
us the ‘vishaya’ and the -prayojana’ of the enquiry or vicara 

sastra. So Sankara-“Yatha cayam arthahjsarvesham. 

pradarsayisyamah”. The purport of the Bhasya is stated. 

That is the meaning of the Vedantas, Sankara proc¬ 
eeds to show in the ‘Sariraka Mimansa’; Sankara explains 
the import of the vedantas after the fourth sutra onwards. 
‘Saririka’ is that which is of the nature of the body. That 
which is in the ‘sactriraka’ is the self. And the work dealing 
with the nature of that self is the ‘Sariraka Mimansa. 

The Vedantas and the vicara. sastra deal with the 
nature of the self, the ‘sariraka’. The Vedantas have come 
with reference to the ‘tatva’ of the self, and they culminate 
in ‘Brahma rupata’. To show this Mimansa is undertaken. 
This Mimansa is begun with reference to that ‘jiva tattva • 
and such is designated as ‘Sariraka Mimansa . 


Objection : But the plain meaning of the first 
aphorisn is only ‘vicara kartavyata’ (something to be 
enquired into). 

Reply : Padmapada has answered the doubt raised 
by this question previously. Even though ‘vishaya’ and 
‘prayojana’ are not given by Badarayana here, still they 

48) 
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are taken by implication because Vedanta and its enquiry 
presuppose them. So Padmapada - The plain and direct 
meaning of the aphorism is that one having the desire to 
get liberated must undertake (kartvaya) the enquiry into 
Brahmajnana. Yet, by implication we find that ‘moksha’ 
is the ‘prayojana’ of Brahma jnana. 

Objection : How is this implication derived from 
the plain meaning of the aphorism ? 

Reply : First there is the desire for the purush- 
artha. Afcer this desire'kamana) has arisen we proceed in a 
particular direction with reference to something desired. 
The something desired and the means of realizing it are 
implicitly implied in the ‘pravritt. 

Since there can be no ‘pravritti’ or activity here in the 
case of Brahman, we have to take ‘pravritti’ to mean 
‘pravritti vishaya ishta sadhanata’. And this itself, we say- 
is the ‘vidhi’ (injuction). 

VIDHi VICARA (enquiry in the injunction). 

The meaning of the optative suffix is the ‘ishtasadha, 
nata’, ‘pravritti’ or activity is the same as ‘bhavana’ 
(means of realising the desired). Ishtasadhanata’ alone is 
the meaning of the ‘lin’ (optative mood). Then how can 
Brahmajnana be the means of realising ‘moksha’? The 
optative suffix and other words indicate the ‘pravritti’ 
which is the means of realising the desired object. This 
‘ishtasadhanata’ is the meaning of the root and it has the 
power where by it involves a relation to the specific ‘adhi- 
karin’ and to the specific phla. The act conveyed by the 
root is only general or universal; and it becomes intelli- 
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gible only when it gives a specific cognition where in it is 
related to a particular doer or agent, and to a particular 
object to be realized. 

Now, the ‘vicara’ or enquiry is apprehended through 
the ‘ishta sadhanata’ in a general or universal manner. And 
its ability or power establishes jnana. Through this jnana, 
we arrive at moksha as being the specific ‘phala’, and for 
aspecific adhikarin. Assuch the ‘mokshasadhana’ can be 
Brahma jnana. 

This is objected to by the Prabhakra who says that 
‘linartha’ cannot be e ishta sadhanatva’. One who desires 
a purushartha is ordained to act in a particular way. This 
‘niyoga 1 (command) makes the ‘dhatvartha' (meaning of' 
the verb) mean the ‘purushartha sadhanatva’. Lin etc., 
give us the ‘niyoga’ or the command to act; and this in¬ 
volves the person and the object. Thus sacrifice (yaga), 
the object (vishaya), and the ‘svargakami. (one desirous of 
heaven) as the person (niyoga) are implied. Now, if 'he 
yaga cannot be a ‘sadhana’ (means) for the desired ‘svarga’, 
then the ‘svargakamin niyoga vishayat\ a would be impos¬ 
sible or inconsistent. Hence through the ‘niyoga samar- 
thya’ that has been understood from the ‘lih’ etc. We find 
that the ‘yaga’ and ‘svarga’ are related to one another as 
the object to be realised (sadhya) and the means of realiz¬ 
ation (sadhanata). As such from the ‘niyoga samarthya’ 
it is better to assume that the ordained ‘vicara’ or enquiry 
to be the means of realizing Moksha. It is unnecessary to 
assume the ‘ishta sadhanatva vidhi samarthya*. 

The reply to this argument: There is no ‘anupapatti’ 
(inconststancy) or impossibilisy in our contention. If there 
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is no relation between the ‘pbala* and the ‘dhatvartha 5 , 
what is the impossibility ? 

(i) Is it the c niyoga svarupa’ (the act as such) that is 
impossible ? or 

(ii) Is there the impossibility of the initiating an acti¬ 
vity (pravartakatva) ? (or) 

(iii) Is it the ‘phala kami yaga' (sacrifice to realise a 
desire) that is impossible ? 

(i) It cannot be the first. Even without the relation 
between the *phala' and the ‘dhatv artha’, we have the 
‘niyoga’ in ‘svarga kamah. ‘Sikatha bhaksshsayet’ (one 
desirous of heaven should eat sand). Here and in ‘naiyya- 
mika niyoga’ we have actions arising even when the rela¬ 
tion is absent. 

(ii) It cannot be the second; for, even when the rela¬ 
tion is absent, we do have the ‘pravartakatva*. Does the 
‘niyoga* give rise to the act when the ‘phalakamans’ is 
involved (apekshita) ? or when it is not involved ? In the 
former case, the ‘kamana* itself would have the ‘pravarta. 
katva\ Desire (kamana) alone would be the cause of the 
activity; and the cause would not be the ‘niyoga*. For, the 
‘kamana' inva- iably, necessarily, and immediately preceeds 
the act. If the ‘kamana* is not required (na apeksyate) by 
the ‘niyoga’, then the ‘dhatvartha* has no relation with the 
‘phalak 

(iii) It cannot be the third; for, even when the rela¬ 
tion is absent, we do have the ‘phala kami yaga*. When 
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the Prabhakara establishes the relation between the ‘phala’ 
and the ‘dhatv artha’, does he mean (a) that it is impossi¬ 
ble to take the kamana as only the ‘adhikari viseshana* ? 
(qualification of a competent agent), or (b)that it is impos¬ 
sible to have a ‘viseshana’ (qualification) to be realized 
(sadhya) ? 

Now, (a) is untenable. We have c yavajjivam agni- 
hotram juhuyat’ (Throughout life one is to wordhip fire 
with oblations). Here jivana is not a sadhya’, but an 
6 adhikarivi$eshana\ The ‘phalakamana’ here qualifies 
only the adhikarin. 

Then (b) also is untenable. You cannot say that 
ce sadhyasya viseshanatvam’ 1 is impossible. What is the me¬ 
aning of the word ‘sadhya* ? When you take ‘svarga* to be 
‘yaga’ sadhya, (can be realised by a sacrifice), you would 
commit the fallacy *of mutual dependence, if the ‘phala 
kamitva* does not qualify the sadhya; for, once you have 
the ‘sadhya sadhana sambandha’. you can make ‘svarga’ to 
be ‘yaga sadhya’. Yaga would require svarga, and svarga 
would require yaga. As such, the Prabhakara cannot make 
out the ‘sadhyavta’ to be ‘siddhavat* (as if proven). 

Arguing from another angle - Do we apprehend the 
‘sadhyata’ from the word ‘svarga kama* (desirous of hea¬ 
ven), or from the meaning ? It cannot be the former, for 
it is not specifically mentioned. For ‘svarga kama’ means 
that all those who do not desire ‘svarga’ are excluded. 
The viseshana here is intended to exclude other 
possible agents (adhikarins), and not to mention the 
‘sadhyata’. It refers only to the required specific doer 
and not to the object of the desire. It cannot be the latter 
also, for there is no pramana to show that the ‘sadhyata’ 
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Is apprehended from the meaning. Even through jivana is 
hot a "sadhya' (in e yavajjivam agnihotram juhuyat’), yet it 
is a viseshana for the adhikarin. Likewise, there can be the 
viseshatva for svarga etc., which are not ‘sadhya*. 

So far we have argued after accepting that ‘svarga* is 
only am "adhilcari viseshana% and net a ‘sadhya’. Now, 
•we have to point out that ‘kamana’ also is a ‘siddha sva- 
rupa’ (an existent) for it is already there; and this is the 
‘viseshana 1 of the ‘adhikarin*. And ‘svarga* is only the 
‘viseshana* of "kamana*. 

‘Svarga* can have only a relation with the "adhikarin* 
through ‘kamana’ - it has a parampara sambhandha. Even 
if it is the "viseshana" of the ‘adhikarin’, you cannot have 
the relation between the *phala* and the ‘dhatavartha*. 

Take the following 

Adhyetu kamo bhakshyam caret; 

parastri kamah prayascittam kuryat; 

grama kamo bhunkshva. 

One who is having his studies (adhyayana) is to beg his 
food. The begging is not the ‘sadhya’ for "adhyayana*. 
Yet, for t id act of begging, the proper "adhikarin* is one 
who is studying. Likewise ‘svarga’ is not the ‘sadhya’ 
for the sacrifice. Yet it can and does involve the ‘adhi- 
kari viseshanatva’ for the act of sacrificing (yaga niyoga). 
It need not be the ‘sadhya’but to have the acc p, we re¬ 
quire S. Thus there is no ‘phala dhatv artha sambandha’ 
here. 


Satrictly speaking, even kamana cannot be the qualifL 
cation of the agent (adhikari visheshana). Take the case 
of ‘darsapurna nasa’ for the ‘svarga kamah When there 
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is no relation between the niyoga (act) and thp 
person (doer), we have "ayaga’; and when there is a 
relation between an svarga kami and the act (niyoga), 
we have "anyayoga*. Now is the "svarga kamana’ given to 
exclude the "ayoga’ ? or to exclude the c anya yoga’ ? Both 
are impossible. 

The word fi svarga katna’ cannot be the "vyavachedaka! 
(factor of distinction) for the "asamyoga* (non-conjunction) 
between the "darsapaurna masa niyoga 5 and the person for 
the relation with the doer is already established by the 
‘nitya vidhi’ (categorical imperative). 

Nor can it be a "vyavachedaka’ for the relation between 
this "niyoga* and some other person who does not desire 
"svarga’; for, that would conflict she "nitya vidhi’ viz., the 
"darsapnrunamsa vidhi’. 

One may argue that the word "svarga kama’ may not 
be a "vyavachedaka for the ayoga or for the anyayoga so 
far as ihe "nitya vidhis’ are concerned. But >t may be a 
vyavachedaka’ in the "kamya vidhis’. 

Even this is not possible. You cannot bring in the 
difference between the "nitya’ and "sukamya’ vidhis, as far as 
the "niyoga' is concerned. The "niyoga’ of the ‘darsapurna 
masa’ enbraces all its "angas’; and the "niyoga’ here is 
‘avisishta’ (unspecified). There is the same "niyoga’. 

If there is no difference between the two ‘niyogaa’, how 
is the difference between the "nitya’ and "kamya’ vidhis to 
be explained ? When a "kami’ (one having a desire) per¬ 
forms the rite, it is a kamya vidhi; and when- a jivanadi- 
visishta adhikarin’ performs it, we have a "nitya vidhi’. 

49) 
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This is all the difference. It is a difference due to the 
lifference between the "adhikarinsk 

Thus the word "svarga kama’ does not offer the "adhi- 
carin’, but only the "phalak From "maitravarunah praish- 
raf we set the "praisyanu vada’; and this brings the "danda 
;ambandba’, whence we have c dandi praishan anv?ha’ # 
rhe "dandi’ comes as a "viseshana only. Likewise the word 
Svarga' is not "visishta purusha para’ (related to a particular 
Igent), but only "viseshana parak As such the word fi svarga 
cama* refers only to the "phalak And by implication the 
svarga kama’ becomes an "adhikarink 

Objection : Let this be so. But how is the "niyoga* 
lot the meaning of the sentence ? 

Reply : The fi phala vacara’ has its syntactical relation 
vith the e sadhana vacane’, and not with the "niyogak When 
sre say "ishta sadhanata’, one asks whose "ishta’ (desire N it 
s. Then we get that it is the "ishta’ of the "svarga kama’. 
"rom *this we apprehend svarga and ask : What is the 
sadhana' ? The answer is given in "lin’ etc. Thus we are 
fble to explain it without assuming the "niyogak Hence the 
ishta sadhana’ zlone is the "lin adi Sabdartha’ and this is 
he injunction; for "lin arthatva’ is no other than the "ishta 
adhanatva’ which is "kriti yogya’ (appropriate for the 
ict.) 

STATEMENT OF ANOTHER OBJECTION 

But there is another school of Mimansa which accepts 
;he "dhatv artha phala sambandha’ through arthapatti. In 
;he absence of this "sambandha", they argue, it is impossible 
:o have a specific "adhikarin’ and the "anvaya’ (syntactical 
relation). To facilitate these, we have to assume that 
sambandha, they argue thus : 
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If the vishaya and the dorr are absent there can be no 
‘niyoga a bhidhana* (mention of the induction). As such we 
should say that the ‘niyoga’ which is ordained is one that 
involves both the object and the doer. Thus, one is the 
realised and the other is the realizer-'paraspara nirvartya 
nirvartakata lakshana sambandha siddhi’. Otherwise there 
will be the ‘anupapatti’ of not having a specific ‘adhikarin* 
and the ‘anvaya 5 . 

If there is no ‘kartri karmanvaya’— ie., if there is no 
"'nirvartya nirvartakata lakshana sambandha’, the result is 
as follows: We recognise the ‘niyoga 5 through ‘kriti sad- 
hyatah It does not directly have the ‘kriti sadhyatva 5 . A s 
such we have to say that when there is the ‘yaga nivritti 
there is the ‘niyoga nivritti 5 . You cannot argue that in the 
absence of the ‘anushthata 5 there is the ‘yaga nivritti 5 ; and 
that thus there is the ‘Nirvarlya nirvartskata lakshana anv- 
aya 5 between the sacrifice and the doer. 

Can there be the c phala viseshanavaya’ when there is 
the syntactical relation between the object (vishaya) and the 
doer ? Yes. The ‘tatv artha* has its ‘anvaya’ with ‘svaiga 
Icama 5 ; and as such we should say that there is the anvaya 
with svarga. Otherwise there can be no visishtanyaya. 

Even when we have the relation between the phala and 
the fi dhatv artba 5 , how can we have ‘sadhya sadhanata 5 9 
The answer : The two are not ‘sama pradhana 5 as in s dar~ 
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sapaurna masa’; for, here one is desired and the other is 
not so desired. Therefore, the ‘anvaya’ would have to be 
‘guna pradhana bhavana\ Therein *avarga’ being the 
desired is ‘sadhya’ and since ‘yaga’ is of the nature of an 
act, it is a ‘sadhana,. Thus we get the ‘sadhya sadhana 
bhava*. 

Reply to this Objection : 

That the impossibility of‘visishtanvaya’ (specific rela' 
tion) necessitates the acceptance of ‘viseshanvaya’ is a 
faulty and needless argument. The injunctions relating' 
to ‘jivana’, ‘dohataha’ parastic kaawa etc. have the *vise- 
shan&s* with which we find the e anvaya for the ‘yaga\ Is 
this ‘angatayaa anvaya’ ? Or another ? If it is the former, 
the maxim ‘prakrtivadvikriti kastavya would tell us that 
there must the ‘atidesa (induction) for it in the c vikriti\ 
The vikriti, there wouldhave to be performed throughout 
the life. And the e yavajjiva anusthana* is opposed to 
‘kartvyatva’ ; for jwe would get in the vikritis, in comm¬ 
ands like‘yavajjivan caryam’nirvapet. 

If, on the other hand we are to take it as ‘uddesyat- 
vena anvaya’, even jivana’ too would have to be e karma 
sadhya’. Jivana’ is ‘karmantara adhina’ and it cannot be 
the ‘sadhya’ for the-present act. 

In this view also, it is impossible to have the ‘dhatv 
artha phala sambandha’. And we cannot accept the ‘linady 
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arthatva’ of fered by this view. The word ‘svarga kama’ 
has its anvaya with the £ phalak The dinnadi padas* expresh 
the injunction which is the means of realizing the ‘preyas’. 
With such a general *lia or pada 5 does the word ‘svarga- 
kama’ have its anvitabhidhana’ ? < svargakama 5 ' is a visesha 
pada 5 (specific expression) while the 'Jin’ etc., is a ‘samanya 
pada 5 (general expression). 

Object Ion : The relation between the € yaga’ and 
*s varga’ is arrived at froT £ sabda\ In this sabda bodha 
we do not find the culminatson (paryavasana) of the £ linad 
bodhits samanya'; and to say that because of this aparya- 
vasana samarthya we should recognise ‘viseshanvay’ is not 
proper. 

Reply ; £ Lin’ etc., give the knowledge of the mean s 
necessary for the realization of sreyas. It is the ‘samanya 
sadhana’ that is apprehended by ‘lin’ etc,, It involvas an 
< akanksha’ and the ‘akankshitartha’ (necessarily related 
meaning) is given by ihe word fi svarga kama’, When 
such a thing takes place, the £ lin‘ becomes ‘pradhanak And 
the ‘aparyavasana samarthya’ of the £ lin’ eta would make 
us recognise or accept the £ phala visesha 5 . We thus assume 
that the word 6 svarga kama’ is e phala visesha para’; for 
the £ padantara tatpayya 5 is dependent upon, or determined 
by, the £ vidhy akanksha 5 . Hence from the Widhi samarthya 5 
we speak of the ‘phala sauibandhak 
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Objection : If the meaning of the ‘lin’ is ‘ishta 
s adhanata’, how can you explain the instrumental case in 
‘jyotistomena’ etc.. For the ‘lin’ ys said to express the 
*karanata‘ for the sacrifice. When the ‘karama karaka* is 
not expressed (anabhihita) by ‘lin’, ‘krit’, ‘taddhita’ ane 
‘samasa’, then only L the instrumental case is valid. Here 
‘lin’ expresses the ‘karana’ in which case the instrumental is 
‘jyotishtomena’ is not valid grammatically. 

Reply: There is no such invalidity. Yaga gives 
only the ‘samanyabhidhana’, while the word ‘jyotishto 
mena’ gives the ‘viseshabhidhana’. For the ‘viseshabhidh- 
ana’ we do require the instrumental case there. ‘Lin’ exp¬ 
ress only the ‘dravya tyaga rupa paga samanya gatam kara- 
natvam’. And the ‘karanatva’ which is ‘yaga visesha gatnm’ 
is expressed by ‘jyotishtomena 5 . 

Objection : Now, ‘vishyaa’ is that which is not 
expounded by anything other than this. And in the apho¬ 
rism we do not find anything that expounds the ‘vishthsaya’. 
So, how do we have the ‘vishaya pratipatti’ (vishaya 
siddhi) ? 

Reply : Brahman cannot be known by any other 
pramana save by this sastra. As such by implication we 

get the ‘vishaya nirdesa’ (indicatian of the aim or 
object.) 



Vivaranam 


389 


When the question - from what or whence do we have 
the Brahma jnana which is ‘mokshasadhana’ - , when 
this question airses, we reply that by implication only this 
sastra can give it. Thus Sankara has shown Brahmajnana 
to be the vishaya’ of this sastra. After the desire fo r 

liberation has arisen, this enquiry into Brahma jnana 

should be undertaken. In rhis form of upadesa we are 
given both the ‘vishaya’ and ‘prayojana’ of the Yedantas. 
Yet Sankara has shown the implication of the first apho- 
risih and explained that which is presupposed is the very 
basis of this implication. Thus he explained the avidya- 
tmakabandha. And to fulfil his prat’jna. he proceeds t G 
explain all this in the sutras that follow. And in order to 

imterpret the sutras, he next gives the reason for first 

taking up the ‘prayojana’ and ‘vishaya’ in the words — 

4 Vedanta mimamsa sastrasya vyacikhyasitasya idam adim- 
mam sutram - adhato brahma jijnasa’ . 

Objection : From the c samanya lakshana’ itself 
we come to know the Vishnya’; and we learn of the 
‘prayojana’ from the fourth chapter. Then how do you 
say that these two are indicated or suggested by the first 
aphorism ? 

Reply : ‘When Sankara speaks'of it as ‘adimam 
sutram’, he means that it is the beginning of the sastra. 
As such, at the very beginning both the ‘vishaya' and 
‘prayojana’ must be indicated by way of ‘pravrtty angata’. 

Objection : But is it improper to derive many a 
meaning from one sentence of the aphorism ? 



390 


Fanchapadika 


Reply : No, for it is a *sutra\ Any meaning that 
is utprekshita’ by the ‘sabda samarthya’ or by the strength 
of its meaning, all that is the meaning of the aphorism. 
And all this tf artha kalapa’ is understood and desired from 
the inherent power or strength of the aphorism. Thus, 
because it is the beginning of the sastra, because it is the 
first aphorism]we are'able to derive from it the ‘vishaya’and 
‘prayojana’ and he is able to explain that which makes the 
Wish ay a’ and the 'prayojana* possible. The bondage of 
the self is called avidya; and it is implied by the vishaya’ 
and ‘prayojanah Having exhibited all this, Sankara pro¬ 
ceeds to show the ‘sutra Samarthya’ for all this. Accord¬ 
ingly, he now begins tos comment on the aphorism word 
by word.’* 

Here ends a the first Varnaka in Fanchapadika and 
in Fanchapadika Vivaranam. 



